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Abstract 
 
School officials are responsible for preparing schools to meet students’ needs 
while facing the complex security challenges of the 21st century.  In the event of a 
disaster, school officials, despite not being emergency management professionals, must 
make appropriate decisions and lead effectively in order to maintain safety and ensure 
educational continuity at their schools.  The actions of school officials before, during, and 
after a disaster will likely play a key role in the safe and effective delivery of education in 
the future. 
This study was a comparative analysis of school officials in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region.  The study examined school officials' emergency management 
decision-making skills and perspectives on collaboration with outside agencies and 
emergency management training.  Conducting applied research within a school during an 
actual disaster would be highly unlikely.  However, simulating crises in a laboratory is 
one method to test school officials’ emergency management decision-making skills.  
During this study, school officials took part in a quasi-experiment designed to assess their 
emergency management decision-making skills.  Data was also collected by conducting 
semi-structured interviews of ten school officials.  Data was analyzed using pattern 
matching, logic model, and holistic data analysis.  Fifteen major findings resulted from 
this study, creating an excellent foundation for future researchers to build upon with 
respect to school officials’ emergency management decision-making skills, training, and 
perspectives on collaboration with outside agencies. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Introduction 
 On December 14, 2012, an attack occurred at an elementary school that exposed 
how vulnerable our public schools are to violent assaults.  The small town of Newtown, 
Connecticut, was shocked when a gunman killed 20 students and 6 members of the 
faculty at Sandy Hook Elementary School in the quaint community that parents call an 
adorable little town.  Newtown's schools went into lockdown as SWAT teams descended 
on the school after the shooting was reported to state police at 9:40 a.m. (Candiotti & 
Aarthun, 2012).  Then, on April 15, 2013 our nation was shocked by violence again as 
two terrorists set off bombs near the finish line at the Boston Marathon killing three 
people and brutally wounding more than 260.  These manmade disasters would quickly 
be followed by a devastating natural disaster on May 19, 2013, when an EF5 tornado 
with winds estimated between 200 and 210 miles per hour touched down for 45 minutes 
in Oklahoma causing catastrophic damage including taking the lives of at least 7 children 
at Plaza Towers Elementary School in Moore, Oklahoma (Ng & Castellano, 2013).  In 
light of the recent tragedies, one might ask how important it is to ensure that American 
schools are safe, secure, and sufficiently prepared for potential disasters.  The New York 
State Center for School Safety (NYSCSS, 2009) warned that if schools do not provide 
safe environments for their students, they will never be able to educate them effectively.  
Many people may assume schools are safe places for children.  However, children at 
schools are at risk to numerous threats, including being viewed as targets from those 
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wishing the nation harm.  The Texas School Safety Center (2011) stated that children are 
America’s most visible representation of innocence.  From a terrorist’s perspective, there 
would be no more effective way to crush the heart of America than to target children at 
school, a place where they should feel safe.  An important example to remember of 
students being targeted by terrorists at school is the September 1, 2004 terrorist attack in 
Beslan, North Ossetia, in which terrorists seized a middle school.  Giduck (2005) 
concluded that the likelihood of a terrorist attack in America similar to the attack in 
Beslan is more a question of when than if.   
 Today there is a great deal of concern about possible terrorist attacks on schools, 
but schools are also subject to other types of disasters.  Over the past twenty years, for 
example, students at a number of schools have been killed or injured by other students 
who managed to bring deadly weapons into schools.  On the other hand, the Texas City 
Disaster in 1947 illustrates another type of crisis.  It began when a ship loaded with 
nitrate fertilizer docked at the small port of Texas City near Houston.  When a fire on the 
ship was not contained the fertilizer exploded and destroyed much of the city, killing over 
500 people and injuring 3,500.  Among the casualties were many students at the city's 
elementary and high schools.  And we cannot forget other recent cataclysms like 
Hurricane Katrina in Louisiana in 2005 and the September 11, 2001 disaster in New York 
City that both had a major impact on schools.    
 Whether a disaster is natural or manmade, accidental or deliberate, school 
officials need to possess adequate leadership abilities to both maintain safe learning 
environments and effectively deal with crises when they happen.  Twomey (2009) 
warned that today could be the most challenging era for school administrators in terms of 
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providing safe learning environments for students.  School leaders need to be sufficiently 
prepared to address the multifaceted safety and security challenges that could have 
negative impacts on their schools and disrupt educational continuity. 
Statement of the Problem                                                                                                    
 A review of the literature has led to the development of the following problem 
statement: School officials are responsible for preparing schools to meet students’ needs 
while facing the complex security challenges of the 21st century.  In the event of a 
disaster, school officials, despite not being emergency management professionals, must 
be able to make appropriate decisions and lead effectively in order to maintain safety and 
ensure educational continuity at their schools.  The actions of school officials before, 
during, and after a disaster will likely play a key role in the safe and effective delivery of 
education in the future.  Therefore, this study examined school officials' emergency 
management decision-making skills and perspectives on disaster preparedness training.                                                                                           
Theoretical Rationale       
   In 1999, a tragic landmark incident occurred at a high school that completely 
changed how safety in schools would be viewed from then on.  On April 20, 1999, shots 
were fired inside Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado.  This planned mass 
murder attack was carried out by two students at the school.  In the end, 13 people were 
killed, including the two student assailants.  The attackers fired over 900 rounds, and 
planted 30 bombs in and around the high school (Jefferson County Colorado Sheriff, 
1999).  Following the 1999 Columbine massacre, New York State responded to the 
tragedy by creating the Safe Schools Against Violence in Education Act (SAVE) law, 
which was passed by the New York State Legislature and signed into law by Governor 
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George E. Pataki on July 24, 2000 (New York State Project SAVE, 2001).  The new law 
mandated schools to create emergency management plans to address a variety of school 
safety issues, including preparing for, responding to, and recovering from natural and 
manmade disasters.  School officials, as prescribed in these plans, would act as 
emergency managers on pre-established building-level emergency management teams 
that would be responsible for the initial response to disasters that might impact their 
schools.  Unfortunately, just one year later a catastrophic event occurred, which the 
authors of SAVE failed to include as part of school preparedness.   
 On September 11, 2001, 19 terrorists hijacked four U.S. commercial planes.  Two 
planes flew into two towers of the World Trade Center, in New York City, one plane 
crashed into the Pentagon, and a fourth plane crashed in rural Pennsylvania.  The attack 
claimed close to 3,000 lives, and was the worst terrorist attack in U.S. history.  We 
learned about a sophisticated, patient, and disciplined enemy.  Their hostility towards us 
and our values is limitless.  They make no distinction between military and civilian 
targets.  We learned that the institutions charged with protecting our borders and 
maintaining national security failed to understand how grave this threat could be 
(National Commission on Terrorist Attacks, 2004).  Since 2001, homeland security 
concerns have continued to escalate and to impact educational continuity around 
America.   
For three weeks in October 2002, citizens in the Washington Metropolitan Area 
were terrorized by the Beltway sniper attacks along Interstate 95.  The attacks resulted in 
10 deaths, and numerous parents kept their children out of school during that time 
(Mitchell, 2002).    
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Terror struck again on September 1, 2004 in Beslan, North Ossetia.  A group of 
Chechen terrorists seized a middle school on the first day of school.  The terrorists, armed 
with assault weapons and bombs, took more than 1,000 students and adults hostage inside 
the school.  After a three-day standoff with Russian counterterrorism units, the end result 
was 330 dead, and more than 700 wounded (Dunlop, 2006).   
 Deliberate manmade disasters and acts of terrorism are not the only events that 
have impacted homeland security and educational continuity in America.  An increased 
number of intense national disasters have challenged the nation.  In August 2005, 
Hurricane Katrina hit the southern and gulf coast region of the United States.  The storm 
was the largest and deadliest to occur in the United States in recorded history.  Natural 
disasters continued to cause devastation after Katrina.  On March 2, 2007, Enterprise 
High School in Alabama, took a direct hit from a tornado which killed 8 students.  
McKay (2011) wrote that statistics from the 2011 spring’s tornadoes are staggering.  
Storms ripped through Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, Georgia, Virginia, and 
Kentucky claiming 535 lives.  Throughout the month of June there were 1,588 tornadoes, 
which is well above the previous three-year average of 1,376.   
 Clearly, threats exist to American schools today that can cause mass casualties 
and deaths, disrupt educational continuity, and affect our national security.  Threats 
facing schools include natural and manmade disasters, acts of domestic and international 
terrorism, weapons of mass destruction (chemical, radiological, nuclear, biological), and 
serious health pandemics, to name a few.  The complex challenges schools may have to 
face in the future in order to maintain safety, security, and educational continuity are vast 
and multifaceted.  Twomey (2009) wrote that further research is needed to identify the 
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knowledge and training necessary for individuals to create comprehensive crisis 
management plans.  Once the body of knowledge has been identified, mastering that 
knowledge base will help school officials enhance their ability to lead in this process.  
One aspect of that knowledge base is a set of conceptual or theoretical frameworks for 
thinking about both preventing and managing disasters that impact a school.  One of the 
most important theories will be discussed in the next chapter.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Research Questions 
This research study attempted to address the following questions:   
1a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
natural disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)?   
1b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated natural 
disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)? 
2a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
man-made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)? 
2b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated man-
made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)?   
3. How will school officials that received no emergency management training 
perform on simulated disaster scenarios in comparison to school officials who did receive 
emergency management training?   
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4a. What are the perspectives of school officials who received no emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?   
4b. What are the perspectives of school officials who received emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Significance of the Study 
This research study provides school officials and other key stakeholders with 
insight and information on how officials at schools in the New York City Metropolitan 
Region could become better prepared for the possible occurrence of catastrophic events 
such as natural disasters and manmade disasters that could negatively impact school 
safety and disrupt educational continuity.  The information and perspectives developed 
from this study can assist leaders in similar school environments in better understanding 
their context and in predicting the potential preparedness levels of their systems.  School 
officials can make more informed decisions to which disaster preparedness measures 
would be feasible, acceptable, and suitable in their own districts. 
Definitions of Terms 
 The review of the literature contained in Chapter 2 formed the basis for the 
following definition of terms.  Informed consideration was given to the study and how 
these definitions assisted the research and reader in understanding these terms.  
 Biological Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD) - A biological WMD is defined 
as the use of a bacterium, virus, or other biological pathogen to attack or deliberately 
infect people, livestock, or crops (Gains & Kappeler, 2012). 
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 Chemical Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD) - A chemical WMD is defined as 
a manufactured highly toxic chemical that can sicken or kill humans or animals or 
destroy plants (Gains & Kappeler, 2012). 
 Crisis - A situation where schools could be faced with inadequate information, 
not enough time, and insufficient resources, but in which leaders must make one or many 
crucial decisions (United States Department of Education, 2003). 
 Crisis Planning - Crisis planning is a rehearsed crisis management plan an 
organization offers to its employees to better prepare for a catastrophe.  This process may 
consist of planning, organizing, leading, controlling assets, etc.  When such activities are 
implemented in a crucial period, immediately before, during, and after an actual or 
impending disaster, they will reduce the loss of resources essential to the organization’s 
recovery (Hurley-Hanson, 2006). 
 Disaster - A disaster is defined as an event causing significant loss, hardship, 
and/or the suffering of many people.  A disaster will frequently overwhelm emergency 
response resources and personnel.  Examples of disaster include a bomb explosion or a 
large-scale ice storm or flood (Roher & Warner, 2006).  The National Response 
Framework (2010) utilizes the term Catastrophic Incident to encompass all natural 
disasters or disasters of human origin that result in extraordinary hardships. 
 Disaster Preparedness - Emergency preparedness refers to the United States' 
ability to prepare for, respond to, and recover from a catastrophe (Fay, 2006).  For the 
purpose of this study, disaster preparedness refers to a school's ability to prepare for, 
respond to, and recover from a natural disaster or disaster of human origin. 
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 Domestic Terrorism - The FBI and the National Center for Biomedical Research 
and Training (NCBRT) define domestic terrorism as a terrorist incident committed by 
forces internal to or originating within a state, territory, or protectorate of the United 
States (National Center for Biomedical Research, 2004).   
 Educational Continuity - Business continuity refers to the restoration of normal 
business operations following a catastrophic event that produced significant damage 
(Fay, 2006).  For the purpose of this study, educational continuity refers to the restoration 
of normal school operations after a catastrophic event. 
 Emergency Management - The process of preparing for, mitigating, responding 
to, and recovering from an emergency (Fay, 2006).  
 First Responder - This term refers to those individuals who in the early stages of 
an incident are responsible for the protection and preservation of life, property, evidence, 
and the environment.  These individuals include, emergency response providers as 
defined in section 2 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002, as well as emergency 
management, public health, clinical care, public works, and other skilled support 
personnel (such as equipment operators) that provide immediate support services during 
prevention, response, and recovery operations (Pierce County Emergency Management, 
2008). 
 International Terrorism - The FBI defines international terrorism as a terrorist 
incident committed by a group or individual that is foreign-based and/or directed by 
countries or groups outside the United States or whose activities transcend national 
boundaries (National Center for Biomedical Research, 2004).   
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 Mass-Casualty Event - Natural disasters such as; fires, floods, earthquakes, and 
hurricanes - as well as terrorist incidents of bombings, shootings, or biological organism 
release (Graham, Shirm, Liggin, Aitken, & Dick, 2006). 
 Multi-Agency First Responder - Law enforcement, fire, and rescue personnel 
(Mell & Sztajnkrycer, 2005). 
 Multi-Agency Mock Drill - The process of planning, conducting and evaluating 
training exercises involving agencies that would typically respond to an emergency 
occurring in the school district (Allen, Lorek, & Mensia-Joseph, 2008). 
 School Emergency Plans - Documents and procedures used to manage events in a 
way that prevents, or minimizes, physical and psychological trauma to students and staff, 
as well as the surrounding communities (Kano, Ramirez, Ybarra, Frias, & Bourque, 
2007). 
 School Official - For the purpose of this study, school official refers to: principal, 
assistant principal, vice principal, director, assistant director, supervisor, and manager. 
 Terrorism - The unlawful use of force and violence against persons or property to 
intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in 
furtherance of political or social objectives (Fay, 2006). 
 Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD) - as defined by the United States 
government, a weapon of mass destruction is (a) any explosive, incendiary, poison gas, 
bomb, grenade, or rocket having a propellant charge of more than four ounces, missile 
having an explosive or incendiary charge of more than one-quarter ounce, or mine or 
device similar to the above; (b) poison gas; (c) any weapon involving a disease organism; 
(d) any weapon that is designed to release radiation at a level dangerous to human life.  
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This definition derives from U.S. law, 18 U.S.C. Section 2332a and the referenced 18 
U.S.C. 921 (Gains & Kappeler, 2012). 
Chapter Summary 
The disastrous events that have occurred recently have magnified the importance 
of having leaders in our schools that are adequately prepared to meet the complex 
security challenges of the 21st century.  Burling and Hyle (1997) advised that schools 
must be prepared to operate completely independent from any outside assistance for at 
least 24 hours after the occurrence of a disaster.  School officials are key participants to 
maintaining safety and educational continuity at their schools.  Under New York State 
SAVE legislation, schools are required to have emergency plans in which school officials 
are to act as emergency managers in the event of a disaster.  It is important that school 
officials make appropriate decisions and lead effectively during times of crises. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11 
  
                           Chapter 2: Review of the Literature                                                                                                                       
Introduction and Purpose 
The review of literature examined the emergency management theory, situational 
leadership theory, and decision theory, the policy on school emergency planning, weapons of 
mass destruction, natural disasters, and acts of terrorism.  The topics in the literature 
reviewed include nuclear and radiological weapons, biological weapons, chemical weapons, 
hurricanes, tornadoes, severe winter storms, earthquakes, and direct and indirect terrorist 
attacks.  The examination of these theories, policies, natural disasters, and manmade disasters 
is important as they all can impact school safety and educational continuity.                                                                                                            
Emergency Management Theory 
The theoretical framework being used to inform the researcher to address the 
issue of threats facing American schools begins with a broad or "grand" theory: 
emergency management theory (EMT).  However, talking about an emergency 
management "theory" may be inaccurate.  McEntire (2004) suggested that there is no 
single overarching theory that is currently ascribed to emergency management.  
Emergency management theory is simply a crucial body of knowledge regarding 
disasters.  McEntire (2004) further stated that it might be impossible to develop a theory 
that would be able to capture every single variable or issue associated with disasters.  
Nonetheless, mitigation, preparedness, response to and recovery from disasters have 
played a significant role in establishing the field and categorizing distinct emergency 
management concepts.  A broad emergency management theory, therefore, must address 
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the four aspects of emergency management: mitigation, preparedness, response, and 
recovery.  
To better understand what is termed as emergency management theory, a brief 
look at its historical development is helpful.  McEntire (2005) wrote that scholars and 
policy makers in the field of emergency management initially concentrated on natural 
hazards, civil defense issues, and the concept of comprehensive emergency management.  
According to Burton, Kates and White (1993), a natural hazards perspective helped 
scholars understand the physical aspects of disasters, such as, where they were likely to 
occur, their duration, magnitude, and speed.  This theoretical framework generated the 
first ideas on how to deal with disasters.  However, such a viewpoint was problematic 
because a tornado touching down on uninhabited plains was not considered a disaster.  
McEntire (2005) wrote that another drawback to a hazards focus is that it typically 
stressed natural agents and physical phenomena at the expense of human behaviors and 
other types of disasters.  The hazards also failed to identify other significant threats such 
as international conflict and modern terrorism.  
Another early concentration of emergency management scholars was on civil 
defense.  Following World War II, the U.S. became embroiled in the Cold War with the 
Soviet Union.  McEntire (2005) describes the efforts of the U.S. government to build up 
its civil defenses.  Emergency management planners were hired to facilitate sheltering 
and evacuation of entire cities in case of a nuclear crisis.  A problem with focusing on 
civil defense was that too much emphasis was placed on a potential nuclear disaster, 
which neglected events such as earthquakes, floods, and hurricanes.  The weaknesses 
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associated with civil defense led to another concept known as comprehensive emergency 
management. 
According to Godschalk (1991), in the late 1970s, the National Governors’ 
Association recognized the need to incorporate activities of various stakeholders in order 
to effectively prepare for and respond to all types of hazards and disasters.  The concept 
of comprehensive emergency management (CEM) developed, thus establishing the 
framework to ensure that every agency worked together to prepare for, respond to, and 
recover from any disaster that might occur.  A major drawback to this approach was that 
it prohibited a proactive approach to emergency management.  McEntire (2005) stated 
that although the concepts of comprehensive emergency management were intended to be 
comprehensive, they seemed limited to the preparedness and response phases of disaster.  
Additionally, emergency management planners never fully comprehended the need to 
accurately assess risk, which led to emergency operations plans often failing to build in 
capabilities to actually deal with likely disasters.  In other words, the creation of 
emergency plans was seen as an end unto itself.  Scheonberg (2005) argued that 
preparation may not be the key to managing a crisis; instead, organizations (such as 
schools) may want to focus on developing leadership skills.  This led to a broader and 
more comprehensive view of what emergency management is.     
In the early 1990s, the concept known as disaster resistance evolved.  McEntire 
(2005) wrote that under the direction of James Lee Witt, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) created Project Impact, which was an effort to develop the 
concept of "the disaster resistant community."  The goal of this program was to promote 
disaster mitigation by involving businesses and governments in risk-reducing measures.  
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Like previous concepts, Project Impact had its shortcomings.  Armstrong (2000) 
acknowledged that while it shifted the focus of emergency management and disaster 
planning towards pre-disaster activities, it may have implied that response and recovery 
would no longer be necessary.  Also, the term “resistant,” in the phrase "disaster resistant 
community," may have unintentionally implied that people are able to eliminate disasters.  
McEntire (2005) noted that another significant drawback of the disaster resistant concept 
was the failure to capture the social, political, and economic realities of disasters.  This 
led to a shift from resistance to the concept of resilience.  Although scholars interpreted 
the resilience paradigm differently, most agreed that the disaster resilience concept 
seemed to capture social, psychological, political, and economic variables better than the 
term "resistance."   
Following the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, a new conceptual framework 
emerged - the homeland security paradigm.  As stated by McEntire (2005), no paradigm 
of emergency management has gained as much notoriety and support from U.S. policy 
makers as the homeland security paradigm.  Unfortunately, the emergence of this 
paradigm has, in some ways, negatively impacted emergency management in America.  
Waugh and Streib (2006) suggested that homeland security may come at a great cost for 
the emergency management community.  It deals almost exclusively with terrorism, 
which may actually reduce the nation's ability to deal with the broad spectrum of other 
types of disasters.  Homeland security, because it is so focused on preventing terrorism, is 
not as inclusive and comprehensive as some other theories or models of emergency 
management.      
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This brief overview of the development of emergency management theories and 
concepts over the past 60 years demonstrates that a theory of emergency management is 
an ever evolving concept.  What constitutes good emergency management theory has not 
just evolved, it has changed drastically.  Although concepts and paradigms have 
developed over time and contributed to what is referred to as emergency management 
theory, none of the models, paradigms, and theories proposed thus far have been holistic 
and comprehensive.  The lack of a comprehensive theory suggests that grand theories of 
emergency management should inform but not direct research related to emergency 
preparedness.  The grand theories, which were summarized in this section, can provide 
broad frameworks that inform the researcher.  Perhaps the most important aspect of grand 
theories is the idea that they must deal with several aspects or phases, such as the four 
mentioned earlier.   
In addition to grand theories that attempt to provide a comprehensive and holistic 
view of emergency management, there are several other, more specific and focused 
theories, that are important in any consideration of how to prepare schools to deal with 
disasters.  Two of those micro theories will be explored here.  Both focus on 
organizational leadership, specifically situational leadership theory and decision theory.  
Situational Leadership Theory 
Situational leadership theory promotes the idea that there is no single best way to 
lead.  The theory asserts that leadership style must be adjusted based on circumstances 
and the participants.  Hersey and Blanchard (1977) proclaimed that the leader must assess 
the maturity of followers and adjust leadership behaviors to the ability and skill level of 
those followers.  Optimal leadership style is defined in terms of the combination of task-
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oriented behavior and relationship-oriented behavior, and changes over time as the 
follower’s maturity levels increases.   
Burrell, Huff, Malik, and Rahim (2010) suggested that situational leadership, as 
applied to public health leadership, is based on the assumption that the nature of changing 
external environments requires a unique combination of leadership competencies such as 
adaptability, analysis, strategic planning, and team building.  This approach is driven by 
the theme that successful leaders must change their leadership styles when faced with 
situational changes and unpredictability.  This same concept can be applied to school 
safety leadership, specifically school officials who act as emergency managers in the face 
of disasters. 
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) propose that there should be different levels of 
support when considering situational leadership in real world practice.  For example, 
directing leaders define the roles and tasks of the “follower” and supervise them closely.  
Decisions here are made by the leader and announced by the leader.  Communication is 
largely one-way.  In contrast, coaching leaders still define roles and tasks, but they seek 
ideas and suggestions from the followers.  Here, decisions remain the leader’s 
prerogative, but communication is much more two-way.  Further along the continuum are 
supporting leaders who pass on day-to-day decisions, such as task allocation and 
processes, to the followers.  This style of leader facilitates and takes part in decisions, but 
control is with the followers.  Lastly, delegating leaders are still involved in decisions and 
problem solving, but control is with the follower.  Here, the follower decides when and 
how the leader will be involved.  These four leadership styles are sometimes referred to 
as telling, selling, participating, and delegating.  As proclaimed by Hersey and Blanchard 
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(1977), effective leaders can adopt any of these four leadership styles based on the 
situation and the persons being supervised.   
As defined by Hersey and Blanchard (1977), maturity levels of participants 
include low maturity, medium maturity with limited skills, medium maturity with higher 
skills, and high maturity.  People at low maturity lack the ability to work on their own.  
They often need to be pushed to take on a task.  People at medium maturity with limited 
skills might be willing to take on tasks, but require more direction.  People at medium 
maturity with higher skills are ready and willing to work on tasks, but sometimes lack 
confidence.  People at high maturity are able to work on their own.  They possess high 
confidence to complete tasks. 
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1977), the most appropriate leadership style 
for a follower of low maturity is directing or telling leadership.  Followers who are 
considered medium maturity with limited skills benefit most from the selling or coaching 
leadership style.  The most effective leadership style for followers who are medium 
maturity but lack confidence is participating or supporting leadership.  Lastly, the 
delegating leadership style is best suited for high maturity followers.   
Situational leadership theory tends to put the emphasis on the level of maturity 
and expertise of followers.  However, the type of task the group must undertake has also 
been proposed as a factor in selecting a particular leadership approach.  Hernandez, 
Bumsted, Berger, and Zwingman-Bagley (1997) emphasized the idea that the application 
of situational leadership is dependent upon the task as well as the characteristics of the 
group, interpersonal relationships within a group, and the characteristics of the 
organizational culture.  When applying situational leadership theory to a school officials 
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dealing with a disaster, the likely leadership style might be participating or supporting.  
This could be associated with them having prior disaster preparedness experience.        
Decision Theory 
Another micro theory being included as part of the theoretical framework to 
inform the researcher is decision theory.  The concepts of this theory, when applied in the 
context of emergency management, help explore how school administrators make 
decisions when confronted with a disaster.  Hansson (2005) wrote that modern decision 
theory has developed since the middle of the 20th century through the contributions of 
several academic disciplines, including economics, statistics, psychology, social science, 
philosophy, and political science.  For this study, decision theory is viewed from the 
psychological perspective, specifically studying the behavior of individuals in decision 
making contexts.    
Hansson (2005) suggested that the starting-point of modern discussions around 
decision theory is John Dewey’s work in 1910 called the stages of problem solving.  
According to Dewey, problem-solving consists of five stages, including:  
1. A felt difficulty,  
2. The definition of the character of that difficulty,  
3. Suggestion of possible solutions,  
4. Evaluation of the suggestion, and  
5. Further observation and experiment leading to acceptance or rejection of the 
suggestion. 
Dewey’s five stages were later modified by Simon (1960).  Simon described the 
decision process as consisting of three principal phases.  The first phase is finding 
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occasions for making a decision.  The second phase is finding possible courses of action.  
The final stage is choosing among courses of action.  There are other models of decision 
making that propose a different number of steps or phases.  For example, Brim (1962) 
divided the decision process into five steps: identification of the problem, obtaining 
necessary information, production of possible solutions, evaluation of solutions, and 
selection of a strategy for performance. 
However, regardless of the number of steps or stages in the process, most scholars 
agree that a major variable in any decision making process is stress.  Paton and Flin 
(1999) suggested that acute stress during a crisis can have positive and negative impacts 
on a decision maker.  The impact of stress on decision making may depend upon the type 
of decision process used.  Klein (1997) described one type of decision making as one 
made by someone experienced in managing crises.  This is where the individual 
recognizes the situation encountered and, from previous experience, knows what course 
of action to take.  Experienced crisis decision making is probably less likely amongst 
school officials acting as emergency managers in the face of a disaster. 
Paton and Flin (1999) spoke of other types of decision making during crises.  One 
type of decision making is where the individual may have to spend more time thinking 
about the situation and remembering the appropriate rule or procedure to use.  Another 
type is called analytical decision making, where the individual must consider several 
possible courses of action and then select the best option.                                           
Policy on School Emergency Planning 
To address concerns of safety in schools, New York State passed legislation in 
2000 entitled the Safe Schools Against Violence in Education Act (New York State 
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Project SAVE, 2001).  The law required all public school districts to develop building-
level emergency plans, and building-level emergency response teams.  In the event of an 
emergency, the building principal will serve as the incident commander.  The Task Force 
on School Violence, chaired by New York State Lieutenant Governor Mary Donohue in 
2000   advised that the best way to improve school safety would be found at the local 
level.  The Task Force recommended that schools include public safety officials in safety 
planning and training initiatives (New York State Project SAVE, 2001).  The question 
now is whether or not schools include outside agencies (such as police or fire personnel) 
in their disaster planning. 
In a national study on school superintendents' (N = 2137) perceptions regarding 
school response to a mass-casualty event, Graham, et al. (2006) discovered that although 
95.6% of schools have written response plans for school evacuations, 30% had not 
conducted evacuation drills, and 27.1% had never met with local law enforcement.  
In 2007, the United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) released the 
following studies; Emergency Management: Status of School Districts' Planning and 
Preparedness (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2007b) and Most School 
Districts Have Developed Emergency Management Plans, but Would Benefit from 
Additional Federal Guidance (U.S. General Accountability Office, 2007a).  Analysis of 
the survey data (U.S. General Accountability Office, 2007a) indicated that 95% of all 
school districts have written emergency management plans.  However, 48% do not 
update their emergency management plans annually, and 27% have never trained with 
first responders in regards to plan implementation (U.S. General Accountability Office, 
2007b).   
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These findings seem to suggest that more collaboration between school officials 
and public safety officials is needed.  Supporting the concept of involving outside 
agencies Kline, Schonfeld, and Lichtenstein (1995) wrote that regional planning allows 
sharing of expertise across school district boundaries.  This type of collaborative planning 
encourages involvement of professionals from disciplines not normally represented in 
schools.  Waugh and Streib (2006) stressed the importance of collaborative networks as a 
fundamental component of emergency management.  The large-scale disasters schools 
might have to face in the future that are discussed next reinforce the important concept of 
collaborative and participatory preparedness.      
Weapons of Mass Destruction 
 Majidi (2011) warned that the probability of a weapon of mass destruction 
(WMD) attack against the United States is 100%.  This warning came from the FBI's 
assistant director in charge of the Weapons of Mass Destruction Directorate during a 
news conference on February 11, 2011, in Washington, D.C.  Cochran and McKinzie 
(2008) suggested that terrorists have long sought access to WMDs because of their 
destructive capabilities.  The National Strategy for Homeland Security (Homeland 
Security Council, 2007) advises that the desire to inflict catastrophic damage on the 
United States has fueled their (terrorists) desire to acquire weapons of mass destruction. 
 Nuclear and radiological weapons.  Harigel (2000) wrote that nuclear attacks 
are indiscriminate and have widespread effects.  If a nuclear attack occurs there is little to 
protect people other than evacuation.  Allison (2005) warned that on the current course, 
nuclear terrorism is inevitable.  With a ten-kiloton nuclear weapon stolen from the former 
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Soviet arsenal and delivered to an American city in a cargo container, al Qaeda (or one of 
its affiliates) can make the 9/11 attack a footnote.   
Gaines and Kappeler (2012) described three probable ways a nuclear or 
radiological attack might be carried out inside the United States.  First, a nuclear weapon 
could be smuggled into the United States and detonated.  Second, the attacker could 
combine radiological materials with a conventional explosive device and ignite it with the 
intent to spread radiological materials across a wide area.  Third, attackers could use 
conventional explosives or other methods of attack (such as deliberately crashing jets) 
against one of hundreds of nuclear power plants in the United States, which could result 
in the release of radiological debris.  The meltdown of the Chernobyl nuclear power plant 
in the Ukraine in 1989 is a good example of the devastating results of radiological 
materials.  After one of the plant's reactors exploded, radiological materials drifted over 
parts of Europe, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and even the United States, resulting in over 
300,000 people having to evacuate.  According to the World Nuclear Association (2008), 
the amount of radiation released from Chernobyl was far greater than radiation released 
from both bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
 Regardless of how a nuclear or radiological incident occurs, the aftermath of such 
an event will be catastrophic.  Some argue that a nuclear WMD is the most serious of all 
potential disasters.  There are two other types of WMDs that are also worth discussing.                 
 Biological weapons. In May, 2000, the U.S. Department of Justice conducted a 
simulation of a biological attack on a major city.  The exercise was designed to test the 
leadership of those in charge.  The theoretical agent was Yersinia pestis, also known as 
plague.  The experiment was complex, and the public health lesson learned was that there 
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is not a system in place to deal with a large-scale outbreak of a serious infectious disease, 
whether natural or intentional (Inglesby, 2001). 
Gaines and Kappeler (2012) defined a biological WMD as using a bacteria, virus, 
or other biological pathogen to attack or deliberately infect people, livestock, or crops.  A 
notable attack occurred in the United States in 2001.  Letters laced with anthrax were 
mailed from Princeton, New Jersey, to several people, including the editor of a Florida 
tabloid, the Sun. Other letters were mailed to the New York television network offices of 
ABC, NBC, and CBS.  In the end, five people died, and a total of nineteen people 
developed anthrax infections.  These attacks resulted in the United States producing and 
stockpiling large quantities of antibiotics to counter anthrax.   
 Like a nuclear or radiological incident, a health emergency such as a natural 
outbreak or deliberate biological terrorist attack could impact schools.  A study 
conducted by the University of Pittsburgh, Simulating School Closure Strategies to 
Mitigate an Influenza Epidemic (2009), indicated that schools would need to be closed 
for at least eight weeks in order to significantly decrease the spread of infection (Bailey, 
2010).  In addition to nuclear, radiological, and biological disasters, the next section will 
discuss another WMD concern.     
 Chemical weapons. Gaines and Kappeler (2012) defined a chemical WMD as a 
manufactured highly toxic chemical that can sicken or kill humans or animals or destroy 
plants.  Wecht (2005) wrote that during the Cold War, large supplies of chemical agents 
were stockpiled by the United States and Soviet Union.  Following the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, thousands of tons of ultra-deadly chemical agents were not used.  A major 
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challenge today is ensuring that these agents are destroyed, and do not fall into the hands 
of terrorists. 
The use of chemical weapons is not exclusive to a nation’s military.  A notable 
terrorist attack against civilians occurred in 1995 in Tokyo, Japan.  A group of terrorists 
released containers of sarin gas on several subway trains, resulting in twelve deaths, and 
thousands of injuries.  Fortunately, there has never been a successful chemical attack 
inside the United States.  However, the threat of such an attack is very real.  Thevenot 
and Mower (2008) reported that in 2008, police and paramedics were called to a hotel 
room in Las Vegas where a guest became ill.  Investigation into this incident led to the 
discovery of vials of ricin and caster beans.  The police also found a copy of the 
Anarchist's Cookbook, which describes how to make ricin from caster beans. 
 It is clear that the United States, including schools, is vulnerable to an array of 
nuclear, radiological, biological, and chemical threats.  The next section will speak about 
disasters that can have similar, and in some cases more devastating consequences than 
weapons of mass destruction.        
Natural Disasters 
 According to Connolly, Gayer, and Watson (2007), natural disasters are 
catastrophic events with atmospheric, geologic, and hydrologic origins.  Included in their 
list of disasters are earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, landslides, tsunamis, floods, and 
drought.  Other weather-related natural disasters include hurricanes, tornadoes, and 
severe storms (such as wind, ice, and snow). 
 The impact from a natural disaster can be severe.  Loss of life and damage to 
critical infrastructure can be devastating.  Schneider (2012) wrote that Hurricane Katrina 
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killed over 1,800 people.  It was the costliest storm in U.S. history, with more than $80 
billion in property damage.  As catastrophic as Hurricane Katrina was, compare that 
disaster to the Indonesian tsunami in 2004 that killed over one-quarter million people.  
Schneider (2012) wrote that some 373 natural disasters killed over 296,800 people in 
2010, costing nearly $110 billion, according to the Center for Research on the 
Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED).  This made 2010 the deadliest year for natural 
disasters in the last two decades.   
 Several natural disasters can occur and impact schools in the northeast United 
States.  School leaders must prepare their schools for potential disasters to protect life and 
property, mitigate negative effects, and maintain educational continuity.  Specific 
disasters New York State could be prone to will be examined in the next section. 
 Hurricanes. The Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale is used to evaluate 
hurricane winds and their projected damage using a 1 to 5 categorization.  The sustained 
winds for each category are: Category 1, 74-95 mph; Category 2, 96-110 mph; Category 
3, 111-130 mph; Category 4, 131-155 mph; and Category 5, > 155 mph.  On Monday, 
August 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina left 1500 men, women, and children stranded on the 
second floor of Chamette High School.  The district superintendent along with other 
school administrators had to manage the crisis for five days.  This crisis management 
included rationing food and water as well as organizing the movement of all people who 
were stranded in the high school building (Elliot, 2006).  Hurricane Katrina was a 
category 5 storm.   
 Just three years later, Hurricane Ike left his mark on the State of Texas.  In 
September, 2008, more than 20 school districts on the southern coast of Texas were 
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forced to close for a week, including the 200,000 student Houston district.  Additionally, 
the 8,000 student Galveston district closed for over a month due to its facilities being 
severely damaged.  The Texas Education Agency announced that all affected students 
were to be considered homeless under federal law and could enroll anywhere 
immediately (School Business Services, 2008).   
 Hurricanes tend to occur in the summer or early fall months in the Atlantic Basin, 
which includes the Atlantic Ocean, Caribbean Sea, and Gulf of Mexico.  Hurricanes 
result from clusters of small thunderstorms that usually form over water (such as the 
Atlantic Ocean).  Extremely high wind gusts, heavy rain and hail, and flooding can be 
expected.  Tornadoes can also form during hurricanes.  Schneider (2012) warned that 
although significant damage can be caused by monumental wind forces, flooding is the 
leading killer in hurricanes.     
 With today’s advanced warning systems, hurricanes are usually tracked and the 
public is warned in advance.  School leaders will generally be able to take appropriate 
safety actions prior to a hurricane, such as closing school or initiating an early dismissal.  
Although the northeast United States does not generally take direct hits from these 
storms, Hurricane Irene in 2011 proved these storms are still a threat to the region.  
School preparedness for hurricanes in New York may benefit from focusing on the 
recovery phase of disaster preparedness.  Disaster planners might also want to 
concentrate efforts on educational continuity after the occurrence of a storm that 
negatively impacts the area. 
 Tornadoes. On March 2, 2007, Enterprise High School in Alabama took a direct 
hit from a tornado which killed 8 students.  Tornadoes have destroyed many schools and 
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killed several students and teachers over the years.  Twomey (2009) advised that from 
1884-2007, there were 45 tornadoes that caused school fatalities in the United States.  
These 45 tornadoes killed 271 people.  McKay (2011) wrote that statistics from the 2011 
spring’s tornadoes are staggering. Storms ripped through Alabama, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, Georgia, Virginia, and Kentucky claiming 535 lives.  Throughout the month 
of June there were 1,588 tornadoes, which is well above the previous three-year average 
of 1,376.     
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), a 
tornado is defined as a violently rotating column of air that extends from the base of the 
thunderstorm to the ground Schneider (2012).  Similar to categorizing hurricanes, 
tornadoes are categorized utilizing the Enhanced Fujita Scale (EF).  This scale was first 
introduced by Dr. Theodore Fujita in 1971.  In 2007, the Fujita Scale was updated to 
Enhanced Fujita Scale.  Wind speeds are classified as: EF0, 65-85 mph (gale tornado); 
EF1, 86-110 mph (moderate tornado); EF2, 111-135 mph (significant tornado); EF3, 136-
165 mph (severe tornado); EF4, 166-200 (devastating tornado); and EF5, > 200 mph 
(incredible tornado).   
Schneider (2012) warns that tornadoes are the most violent of all atmospheric 
storms and can occur at any time of the year.  According to Don Burgess, a renowned 
tornado scientist, the following actions are recommended if you only have minutes to act 
before a tornado strikes: (a) seek shelter, (b) get away from windows and outside walls, 
(c) go to the lowest and most central rooms, and (d) shelter under protective cover inside 
a building, such as stairways.      
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 The National Weather Service monitors storms and declares tornado watches and 
tornado warnings through the use of radar.  However, this system is not foolproof.  
Tornadoes can form quickly and touch down with little warning.  School officials will 
need to closely monitor weather reports and be prepared to take swift actions in response 
to the threat of a tornado. 
 Severe winter storms. Another common threat to schools in the northeast United 
States is severe winter storms, such as blizzards.  The NOAA defines a blizzard as a 
winter storm with winds of 35 mph or more and with snow and blowing snow reducing 
visibility to less than a quarter mile for at least three hours (Schneider, 2012).  Snow and 
ice conditions present numerous safety hazards such as downed electrical power lines and 
trees, roadway closures, and freezing and bursting pipes, to name a few.   Schneider 
(2012) advised that about 70% of deaths and injuries resulting from ice or snow 
conditions are from vehicle accidents.  People who reside in cold climates (such as New 
York State) generally take appropriate safety precautions.   
 School administrators seem to face similar decisions every year during the winter 
months.  These decisions include (a) starting the school day late, (b) ending the school 
day early, or (c) not having school open.  Regardless of the decision, they all affect 
educational continuity, and can impact student safety (i.e. bus transportation).  New York 
State Education Law Section 3209 addresses districts' responsibility for educating 
students displaced by severe weather.  School officials may want to seriously consider 
continuity of education in their disaster planning.       
 Earthquakes.  Of all natural disasters, some would argue that earthquakes are the 
most devastating.  School districts are not immune to their effects.  Schneider (2012) 
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advised that the United States Geological Survey, an agency that monitors earthquakes, 
estimates that millions of minor earthquakes go undetected around the world each year.  
However, damaging earthquakes can strike anytime without warning. 
 On January 12, 2010, a massive earthquake occurred in Haiti which killed some 
220,000 people and left millions homeless (Patrick, 2011).  The world witnessed another 
devastating earthquake on March 11, 2011, which occurred off the eastern coast of Japan.  
The Japanese earthquake measured 9.0 magnitude, and more than 15,000 people died 
from the event (Mackenz, 2011).    
 Broder (2006) warns that no portion of the United States or southern Canada is 
immune from the effects of an earthquake.  The entire West Coast (including Canada, 
Alaska, Nevada, and Utah), the Midwest near the Mississippi River, and the entire East 
Coast north of Florida up to southern Canada and New England are susceptible to 
significant ground movement.  According to Broder (2006), earthquakes can cause a 
complete collapse of transportation systems.  Infrastructure can fail people can expect to 
be without water, sewer, and utilities for 3 days or more.  Dams and levees can fail, trains 
derail, hazardous materials could be released (such as nuclear debris from power plants), 
and police, fire, and hospital services can be destroyed or overloaded. 
 Schneider (2012) affirmed that neither the United States Geological Survey, nor 
any other scientist, has ever predicted a major earthquake.  School emergency 
management plans and disaster training should include preparation for earthquakes.                 
Acts of Terrorism 
 Terrorism has been defined differently by scholars.  According to the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002, terrorism is defined as any activity that is dangerous to human life 
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or potentially destructive of critical infrastructure or keys resources, is a violation of the 
criminal laws of the United States, appears to be intended to intimidate or coerce a 
civilian population and to influence the policy of government by intimidation or coercion, 
and to affect the conduct of a government by mass destruction, assassination, or 
kidnapping.  Martin (2009) suggested that regardless of how terrorism is defined, acts of 
terrorism have always challenged the stability of societies and the peace of mind of 
everyday people.  No matter what cause is championed by terrorists, targeting civilians is 
indefensible. 
Gaines and Kappeler (2012) suggested that today, American counterterrorism 
thinking is dominated by al Qaeda, but there are numerous other groups that also threaten 
American interests.  The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) classifies terrorism into 
two categories: domestic terrorism and international terrorism.  Each category of 
terrorism includes sub-groups.   
According to the National Center for Biomedical Research and Training 
(NCBRT), the FBI defines domestic terrorism as acts committed by forces internal to or 
originating within a state, territory or protectorate of the United States.  With domestic 
terrorism, there is no foreign direction and actions are directed at elements of the U.S. 
government or population (NCBRT, 2004).  The three main sub-groups that fall under 
domestic terrorism are right wing extremism, left wing extremism, and special interest 
extremism. 
Right wing terrorist groups are unified by belief in monumental conspiracies.  
Major themes include new world order, gun control laws, white supremacy, apocalyptic 
views, anti-government, anti-abortion, and anti-taxation.  An example of right wing 
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extremism occurred on February 18, 2010, when Andrew Joseph Stack deliberately 
crashed a small airplane into the IRS building in Austin, Texas because he was 
disgruntled about having to pay taxes (NCBRT, 2004).   
 Left wing terrorist groups profess revolutionary socialist doctrine and anti-
capitalism ideology.  Their primary goal is to cause radical change in the United States 
through revolutionary measures rather than participating in the normal political process.  
An example of left wing extremism was the Weather Underground bombings of 
government buildings and banks in NYC and Washington D.C. in the 1970s (NCBRT, 
2004).  
 Special interest terrorist groups’ objectives are specific and focused rather than 
aimed at widespread political change.  Major themes include animal rights and 
environmental preservation.  An example of special interest extremism occurred in 2003, 
when the organization Earth Liberation First (ELF) set fire to a 206-unit apartment 
complex in San Diego, Ca.  The arson committed by ELF was to show disapproval for 
housing expansion in California (NCBRT, 2004).  
  The FBI defines international terrorism as a terrorist incident committed by a 
group or individual that is foreign based and/or directed by countries or groups outside of 
the United States or whose activities transcend national boundaries (NCBRT, 2004).  The 
three main sub-groups that fall under international terrorism are state sponsored 
terrorism, formalized terrorist organizations, and loosely affiliated extremists. 
States that sponsor terrorism view terrorist activities as a tool for foreign policy.  
Their surrogates sometimes conduct actual operations.  These states fund, organize, 
network with, and provide other support to extremists.  An example of a state sponsoring 
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terrorism is Iran supplying weapons to the Taliban in Afghanistan, and those weapons 
being used to kill American soldiers (NCBRT, 2004).     
Formalized terrorist organizations have their own infrastructures, personnel, 
financial arrangements, and training facilities (such as terrorist training camps).  They 
plan and mount terrorist operations overseas, and support terrorist operations inside the 
United States.  The al Qaeda organization that carried out the September 11, 2001, 
attacks is an example of a formalized terrorist organization (NCBRT, 2004).  
Gaines and Kappeler (2012) stressed the importance of understanding that there 
are a variety of terrorist organizations and activities domestically and around the globe.  
Any of these extremist groups or individuals can be dangerous.  School officials need to 
consider the possibility of two types of terrorist activities that may impact safety and 
educational continuity at their schools.  These two types of terrorist activities will be 
discussed next.    
 Direct terrorist attacks. On September 1, 2004, the worst terrorist attack to 
occur at a school happened at a middle school in Beslan, North Ossieta.  Giduck (2005) 
wrote that though they cannot say it openly, or to the public or news media, for most 
American law enforcement officers and school security officials, the likelihood of an 
incident similar to the terrorist siege of hundreds of children in Beslan, in September 
2004, happening in America is more a question of when than if. 
 The nightmare incident that occurred in Beslan is an example of a direct terrorist 
attack against a school.  The Chechen terrorists that carried out the attack specifically 
targeted the school, having planned their attack in advance.  Mittman (2008) stated that 
two weeks after the school siege, Chechen leader Shamil Basayev posted a letter on his 
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website saying that he had conducted a 10 day training course for the terrorists in a forest 
12 miles from Beslan.   
 A Beslan-style terrorist attack against a school in New York State would be 
devastating.  Consider the impact a non-terrorist school-shooter incident has had.  On 
April 20, 1999, shots were fired inside Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado.  
This planned mass murder attack was carried out by two current students at the school.  
In the end, 13 people were killed, including the two student assailants.  The attackers 
fired over 900 rounds, and planted 30 bombs in and around the high school (Jefferson 
County Colorado Sheriff, 1999).  The Columbine attack is considered a landmark 
incident that changed how schools view safety.  That attack was carried out by two 
students with minimal training and experience.  Imagine the consequences of a direct 
attack on a school by well-trained and equipped terrorists.  School officials should 
consider such a scenario in their crisis planning.          
 Indirect terrorist attacks. Another type of attack that can significantly impact 
school safety and educational continuity is an indirect terrorist attack.  In this situation, 
terrorist attack a target other than a school.  Although the attack is not directed at the 
school, the effects of the attack could impact the school.  A clear example of how schools 
in Westchester County, New York, were impacted by a terrorist attack elsewhere was the 
9/11 attacks.  Gaines and Kappeler (2012) suggested that the 9/11 attacks changed the 
American psyche.  America woke up that day in September and became acutely aware 
that the world could be a dangerous place, and the United States was not immune.  The 
9/11 attacks in New York City impacted schools in suburban communities outside the 
City.  For example, school officials had to decide what to do with students whose parents 
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would not be able to pick them up from school that day, due to being killed or injured in 
the attack, or unable to leave Manhattan.  That is just one example of the complexities a 
terrorist attack not directed at a school can cause.   
 The New York Metropolitan Region, including its surrounding suburbs, is 
abundant with targets and critical infrastructure for terrorists to strike.  Fay (2006) 
suggested that infrastructure consists of: agriculture and food, water, public health, 
emergency services, defense industrial base, information and telecommunications, 
energy, transportation, finance, chemicals, and postal and shipping.  At any time, any one 
of these sectors could be attacked.  Disaster response principles that were developed after 
the 9/11 attacks that can assist school officials will be discussed next.           
The National Incident Management System 
 According to Callsen, Christen, Cilluffo, Maniscalco, Miller, and Walsh, (2006) 
high impact catastrophic incidents are very unusual.  Because of the lower probability of 
a catastrophic incident (such as a major earthquake), there is a tendency towards 
complacency or underestimation of their effects.  Unfortunately, evidence shows that the 
numbers of these incidents may be increasing.   
Following the 9/11 attacks in 2001, Homeland Security Presidential Directive 
(HSPD-5) mandated a new National Response Plan (NRP) to realign federal coordination 
structures, capabilities, and resources into a unified, all-discipline, and all-hazards 
approach to incident management.  The NRP was updated in 2007, following the 
Hurricane Katrina disaster.  From the NRP developed the National Incident Management 
System (NIMS) that represents a fundamental shift in the philosophy of incident 
management from discipline-specific incident response and command to an all-hazards 
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cooperative, multiagency approach.  Callsen et al. (2006) described the six principle 
concepts of the NIMS as:  
1. Command, 
2. Preparedness,  
3. Resource management,  
4. Communications and information management,  
5. Supporting technologies, and  
6. Ongoing management and maintenance.   
These same principles are recommended to be used by school administrators in New 
York State when leading their school’s emergency management team in response to a 
disaster that could impact safety and educational continuity at their schools (New York 
State Project SAVE, 2001). 
Chapter Summary  
Fay (2006) suggested that the first step in preparing for an emergency is 
prevention.  The secondary focus of preparing is to reduce undesirable consequences 
when prevention does not succeed.  Parents have entrusted the safety of their children to 
schools, and such a responsibility should not be taken lightly. 
Disasters can and will occur in the future.  Some incidents can seriously impact 
educational continuity and threaten the safety of people at school (such as students, 
faculty, and staff).  Threats discussed included weapons of mass destruction, natural 
disasters, and acts of terrorism.     
Policies have been established for school emergency planning.  The concepts of 
the National Incidents Management System are included in these plans.  Regardless of 
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existing policy, laws, and safety practices, no one will be judged with more scrutiny than 
the school officials. 
Callsen et al. (2006) suggested that flexibility is crucial to emergency 
management and applies across all phases of incident management, including prevention, 
preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation.  School officials are key participants in 
the disaster preparedness continuum.  In the event of a crisis they will be required to take 
on the role of incident commander and act as the school’s primary emergency manager.  
The effectiveness of their leadership abilities and decisions will likely be determined in 
the aftermath of a disaster.  Poor decision making and leadership during a crisis can result 
in horrible consequences. 
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology 
Introduction 
School officials are responsible for preparing schools to meet students’ needs 
while facing the complex security challenges of the 21st century.  In the event of a 
disaster, school officials, despite not being emergency management professionals, must 
be able to make appropriate decisions and lead effectively in order to maintain safety and 
ensure educational continuity at their schools.  The actions of school officials before, 
during, and after a disaster will likely play a key role in the safe and effective delivery of 
education in the future.  The use of a comparative analysis quasi-experiment that included 
qualitative semi-structured interviews was guided by addressing the following questions: 
The following research questions were developed in order to address the purpose of this 
study: 
1a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
natural disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)?   
1b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated natural 
disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)? 
2a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
man-made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)? 
38 
2b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated man-
made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)?   
3. How will school officials that received no emergency management training 
perform on simulated disaster scenarios in comparison to school officials who did receive 
emergency management training?   
4a. What are the perspectives of school officials who received no emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?   
4b. What are the perspectives of school officials who received emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?           
Research Context 
This research examined school officials’ emergency management decision-
making skills when presented with a natural disaster (e.g., earthquake) and a manmade 
disaster (e.g., nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack).  In addition, this study learned 
more about the perspectives of school officials with respect to collaboration with outside 
agencies and emergency management training.   
This research study provides school officials and other key stakeholders with 
insight and information on how school officials at schools in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region could become better prepared for the possible occurrence of 
catastrophic events such as natural disasters and manmade disasters that could negatively 
impact school safety and disrupt educational continuity.  The information and 
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perspectives developed from this study can assist leaders in similar school environments 
in better understanding their context and in predicting the potential preparedness levels of 
their systems.  School officials can make more informed decisions to which disaster 
preparedness measures would be feasible, acceptable, and suitable in their own districts.  
Twomey (2009) wrote that further research is needed to identify the knowledge 
and training necessary for individuals to create comprehensive crisis management plans.  
Once the body of knowledge has been identified, mastering that knowledge base will help 
school officials enhance their ability to lead in this process.      
This study was a comparative analysis of school officials in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region.  The study was experimental research.  Creswell (2009) described 
experimental research as seeking to determine if a specific treatment (independent 
variable) influences an outcome.  This impact is assessed by providing a specific 
treatment to one group and withholding it from another and then determining how groups 
scored on an outcome.  During this study one group of school officials received 
emergency management training.  To be considered “trained,” school officials must have 
undergone at least 2 hours of formal classroom emergency management training within 
the past 18 months.  The other group did not receive emergency management training.  
Disasters were simulated in a laboratory and the results (outcome scores) of the two 
groups were compared.   
This study was also conducted as action research in collaboration with a local 
public safety official, school security expert, and ten school officials.  Stringer (2007) 
described action research as being grounded in a qualitative research paradigm whose 
purpose is to gain greater clarity and understanding of a question, problem, or issue.   
40 
This study utilized triangulation, where data was collected through evaluating 
school officials’ performances during simulated disaster scenario exercises and through a 
series of semi-structured interviews with school officials.  With regards to triangulation, 
Stringer (2007) wrote that the credibility of a study is enhanced when multiple sources of 
information are incorporated.  This study included the performance results of ten school 
officials (five that received emergency management training within the past 18 months 
and five that did not) who participated in a quasi-experiment that simulated two disaster 
scenarios, a major earthquake and an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction.  In 
addition, useful information related to school officials' perspectives on collaboration with 
outside agencies and emergency management training was included.       
The selected school officials, public safety official, and school security expert will 
remain anonymous.  Brinkermann and Kvale (2009) warned that in qualitative studies, 
where participants’ statements may appear in public reports, precautions need to be taken 
to protect the privacy of the participants.  In this study, participants were referred to as: 
CP1 (control group participant 1), CP2 (control group participant 2), CP3 (control group 
participant 3), CP4 (control group participant 4), CP5 (control group participant 5), EP1 
(experimental group participant 1), EP2 (experimental group participant 2), EP3 
(experimental group participant 3), EP4 (experimental group participant 4), EP5 
(experimental group participant 5), public safety official (PSO), and school security 
expert (SSE).   
Research Participants 
 This research study examined the emergency management decision-making skills 
of school officials in the New York City Metropolitan Region.  This study was only 
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planned for school officials in the New York Metropolitan Region for geographical 
feasibility (Yin, 2009).  This study was an action research study that involved purposeful 
sampling.  Stringer (2007) wrote that action research involves purposeful sampling where 
the researcher consciously selects people on the basis of a particular set of attributes.  In 
action research, that major attribute is the extent to which a group or individual is 
affected by or has an effect on an issue of interest.  In this study the purposeful sample 
included ten school officials, a local public safety official, and a security expert.  The 
issues of interest in this study were emergency management decision-making skills and 
perspectives on collaboration with outside agencies, and emergency management 
training.  All participants in this study are affected by or could have an effect on the 
issues.   
 The school officials that were selected for this study all work in school districts 
that provide education to students from kindergarten through twelfth grade.  The 
respective school districts employ a superintendent and have governing boards of 
education.  The school districts are located in the New York City Metropolitan Region, 
but are not part of the New York City Public School system.  Rather, the school districts 
where the research participants work are located in the suburbs of New York City and are 
regulated by the New York State Schools Against Violence Education Act of 2000.   
 The participants in this action research study included ten school officials, a 
public safety official, and school security expert.  Stringer (2007) suggested that one of 
the major purposes of planning activities for action research is to establish a positive 
climate that engages the energy and enthusiasm of all stakeholders.  This study included 
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numerous major stakeholders - the school officials, a public safety official, and school 
security expert - who share the responsibility of protecting children at schools. 
Data Collection Instruments  
To enhance the structure of this study, specific instruments were designed and 
utilized during the quasi-experiment and semi-structured interviews.  The research 
instruments for this study were developed in collaboration with a panel of emergency 
management experts.  Willis, Inman, and Valenti (2010) suggested that an important 
source of knowledge and perspective is the expert; someone who has extensive 
experience with the topic you are studying.  The experts that were selected to assist in 
designing the research instruments for this study have extensive experience in public 
safety, emergency management, and security.  The names of the expert panelists will 
remain anonymous.  However, the following is a brief biographical description of each 
expert panelist:  
 Expert panelist one (P1) is a former special agent of the United States Secret 
Service who has extensive experience conducting security threat assessments and 
researching school violence.  He currently works as a school security consultant, and is 
also a member of a County Sheriff’s Department, where he works in a specialized anti-
terrorism analytical unit.  He holds a Bachelor's degree in Criminal Justice.   
 Expert panelist two (P2) is a former member of the New York City Police 
Department.  Currently, he is a high ranking police executive in a large police department 
in the New York City suburbs.  He holds a Master's degree in Public Administration.   
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 Expert panelist three (P3) is a volunteer fireman and mid-level manager at a 
county-level office of emergency management.  He oversees all school safety operations 
for his agency.  He holds a JD. 
 Expert panelist four (P4) is a former member of the United States Armed Forces.  
Currently, he is a member of a medium-size police department in the suburbs of New 
York City.  He has several years of training and experience in tactical police response to 
major incidents and is the commanding officer of his agency's special operations division. 
   Expert panelist five (P5) is a current special agent with the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation.  She has worked for the FBI for 21 years and is assigned to domestic 
security.  As part of her job she coordinates school security training in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region.  She holds a Bachelor's degree in Protection Management.        
 In consultation with the above expert panelists, research instruments were 
developed, including simulations exercise directions (Appendix A), an emergency 
management evaluation (Appendix B), two tabletop disaster scenarios (Appendix C and 
Appendix D), and a questionnaire (Appendix E) that was used during semi-structured 
interviews.  Table 3.1 represents the emergency management decision-making elements 
used to assess school officials' level of skill when responding to disaster scenarios.  
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Table 3.1 
Emergency Management Decision-Making Elements of Assessment  
Emergency Management Decision-Making Elements 
 
1. The emergency manager thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare 
of persons in the building and on school grounds  
 
2. The emergency manager thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster 
 
3. The emergency manager thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school  
 
4. The emergency manager thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for 
assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts  
 
5. The emergency manager thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
6. The emergency manager thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school 
and develop an early school response strategy 
 
7. The emergency manager thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering 
in response to the disaster  
 
Interviews.  One method that was used to examine school officials’ perspectives 
on collaboration with outside agencies and emergency management training was a series 
of a semi-structured interviews.  The interviews were conducted individually with the ten 
school officials that took part in the quasi-experiment.  A questionnaire that was designed 
with the assistance of a panel of emergency management experts was used to guide the 
interviews.  Creswell (2009) defined qualitative interviews as face-to-face interviews or 
telephone interviews where open-ended questions are asked to elicit views and opinions 
from participants.  The interviews for this study were face-to-face semi-structured 
interviews.  Brinkermann and Kvale (2009) described semi-structured interviews as 
45 
professional interviews that have a purpose and involve a specific approach and 
technique; these interviews are neither open every day conversations nor response 
specific closed questions.  They are conducted in a manner that focuses on certain themes 
and may include suggested questions.  The focus of the interviews in this study was to 
solicit perspectives of school officials with respect to collaboration with outside agencies 
and emergency management training.  Stringer (2007) suggested that the most successful 
and productive action research occurs where individual participants have the opportunity 
to talk about their perceptions.  Interview processes enable people to reveal the issues and 
agenda but also to reflect on the nature of events that most concern them.     
Quasi-experiment.  Ericsson, Prietula, and Cokely (2007) suggested that expert 
leadership decisions are difficult to assess because most leadership challenges are highly 
complex and specific to a given organization.  One methodology that has been used to 
deal with these challenges is to reproduce situations in laboratories.  Attempting to test 
school officials' expertise in emergency management decision-making would not likely 
be possible or welcomed during an actual disaster.  In this study a quasi-experiment 
involving a local public safety official and school security expert was used to collect data.  
The experiment involved simulating two disaster scenarios (e.g., a major earthquake, and 
a nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack).  The experiment was designed to test the 
emergency management decision-making skills of school officials in response to the 
simulated disasters.   
Supporting the concept of involving outside agencies, Kline, Schonfeld, and 
Lichtenstein (1995) wrote that regional planning allows sharing of expertise across 
school district boundaries.  This type of collaborative planning encourages involvement 
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of professionals from disciplines not normally represented in schools.  Waugh and Streib 
(2006) stressed the importance of collaborative networks as a fundamental component of 
emergency management.  By involving an outside public safety official and school 
security expert in the process of assessing school officials was beneficial to all 
stakeholders tasked with protecting children at school.                                                                                                                            
Data Analysis    
Stringer (2007) wrote that all data analysis is an act of interpretation, but the 
major aim in analysis is to identify information that clearly represents the perspective and 
experience of the stakeholder participants.  This action research study involved major 
stakeholders: school officials, emergency management experts, a public safety official, 
and school security expert.     
Willis et al. (2010) advised that organizing data is the first step in the data 
analysis phase of the study.  After the data was collected it was categorized and later 
placed in one of several themes that evolved.  Stringer (2007) suggested that when 
categories associated with each stakeholder have been placed in a system of categories it 
may be possible to identify themes that are common across stakeholder groups.     
The data in this study was validated using triangulation.  Patten (2009) described 
triangulation as a technique of using multiple sources to collect data.  This study included 
two or more sources that collected and analyzed data.   
In this study, data was collected from a series of semi-structured interviews that 
were conducted with ten school officials and assessed their performance during simulated 
disaster scenarios.  The questionnaire used to guide the interviews was developed with 
the assistance of a panel of emergency management experts.  After analyzing the answers 
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and comments made by the school officials, the researcher learned their perspectives with 
respect to collaboration with outside agencies and emergency management training.    
A quasi-experiment was used to collect data relating to school officials' 
emergency management decision-making skills.  Patten (2009) suggested that true 
experimental designs involve random assignment and are excellent for exploring cause-
and-effect relationships.  When random assignment is not possible, a quasi-experiment 
can be conducted with a convenient sample, which was the case with this study.  During 
this study a convenient sample consisting of two groups of school officials were selected 
for the quasi-experiment.  The control group included five school officials that received 
no emergency management training within the past 18 months.  The experimental group 
included five school officials that did receive emergency management training within the 
past 18 months.  All participants were provided with directions that explained what they 
were expected to do during the quasi-experiment (see Appendix C).   Two simulated 
disasters were presented separately to the participants (see Appendix D and Appendix E).  
Following each simulated disaster, the participants verbally described their individual 
responses to each disaster, which was recorded by the researcher.  The school officials' 
responses to the simulated disasters were later transcribed.  To eliminate possible bias 
during the assessment phase of the experiment, an independent school security expert and 
public safety official evaluated the participants’ performances based on their individual 
responses to the simulated disaster scenarios.  Evaluations were compared for more 
accurate assessments.  Each participant and group was given numeric scores that were 
later compared. 
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Yin (2009) suggested that every research study should be guided by a general 
analytical strategy.  Pattern-matching, as suggested by Trochim (1989), is one of the most 
desirable strategies for qualitative studies, such as this study.  Patterns that occur may be 
related to dependent or independent variables of the study.  Pattern matching can be 
applied to both the answers from the semi-structured interviews and numeric results from 
the quasi-experiment conducted as part of this study.      
Another analytical technique that was used in this study is known as logic model.  
Mulroy and Lauber (2004) suggested that logic model analysis is especially useful in 
doing qualitative study evaluations.  This technique consists of matching empirically 
observed events to theoretically predicted events.  McCawley (1999) described logic 
models as narrative or graphical depictions of processes in real life that communicate the 
underlying assumptions upon which as activity is expected to lead to a specific result.  
Klein (1997) suggested that people that have been responsible for decision making in 
crises situations previously will be more adept at making decisions in new disastrous 
situations.  In this study, it was predicted that school officials that previously received 
emergency management training within the past 18 months will perform better on 
simulated disaster scenarios than school officials who did not previously receive training 
within the past 18 months.  This study tested this hypothesis by assessing school officials' 
performances on simulated disaster scenarios and comparing their performance results.                
In addition, holistic data analysis was used as opposed to atomistic data analysis.  
As described by Willis et al. (2010), critics of atomistic analysis believe that extracting 
snippets of the data, such as sentences from an interview, does serious damage to that 
data because the meaning of any particular sentence must be considered in context.  If 
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you take a sentence out of context you lose some of its potential meaning.  Considering 
the nature of how data was collected in this study, such as statements from school 
officials regarding their responses to simulated disaster scenarios, and answers and 
comments from semi-structured interviews, a holistic analysis seemed to be best suited 
for this particular study. 
Chapter Summary 
 According to Stringer (2007), collaborative exploration helps practitioners, 
agency workers, and other stakeholders develop increasingly sophisticated 
understandings of the problems and issues that confront them.  The occurrence of a major 
disaster that impacts school safety and disrupts educational continuity would be a serious 
issue facing school administrators and public safety officials.  Fink (2002) wrote that by 
managing a crisis, you are managing decisions.  The more adept you can become as a 
decision maker who has the ability to find opportunities for leadership during a disaster, 
the more skill and success you will have as a crisis manager.   
 Twomey (2009) warned that today could be the most challenging era for school 
administrators in terms of providing safe learning environments for students.  This 
research study was designed to assess the current emergency management decision- 
making skills of school officials in the New York City Metropolitan Region, and gain a 
better understanding of their perspectives relating to collaboration with outside agencies 
and emergency management training.  Its design was built around three theories: 
emergency management theory, situational leadership theory, and decision theory.   
 The strategies that were used for analyzing data in this study included pattern 
matching, logic model, and holistic data analysis.  The findings from this study could 
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provide beneficial and practical information that can be used by school officials to 
enhance their abilities to prepare for and respond to possible future disasters.  According 
to Fink (2002), planning for a crisis is the art of removing much of the risk and 
uncertainty, which will allow you to achieve more control over your own destiny. 
 A comparative analysis study of school officials in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region seemed to be an excellent method to answer the questions proposed 
in this study as well as to create a good foundation for future researchers to build upon. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
 
Introduction 
School officials are responsible for preparing schools to meet students’ needs 
while facing the complex security challenges of the 21st century.  In the event of a 
disaster, school officials, despite not being emergency management professionals, must 
be able to make appropriate decisions and lead effectively in order to maintain safety and 
ensure educational continuity at their schools.  The actions of school officials before, 
during, and after a disaster will likely play a key role in the safe and effective delivery of 
education in the future. 
 The intent of this study was to examine the current emergency management 
decision-making skills of school officials in the New York City Metropolitan Region.  In 
addition, this study intended to gain a better understanding of the perspectives of school 
officials in the New York City Metropolitan Region with respect to collaboration with 
outside agencies and emergency management training.  Chapter 4 represents "preparing 
the data for analysis, conducting different analyses, moving deeper and deeper into 
understanding the data [and] representing the data" (Creswell, 2003, p. 190).  
Research Questions 
 The following research questions were developed in order to address the purpose 
of this study: 
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1a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
natural disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)?   
1b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated natural 
disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)? 
2a. For school officials who have received no emergency management training, 
what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated 
man-made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)? 
2b. For school officials who have received emergency management training, what 
are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when faced with a simulated man-
made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass destruction)?   
3. How will school officials that received no emergency management training 
perform on simulated disaster scenarios in comparison to school officials who did receive 
emergency management training?   
4a. What are the perspectives of school officials who received no emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?   
4b. What are the perspectives of school officials who received emergency 
management training with respect to collaboration with outside agencies and the 
implementation of emergency management training in their schools?                                                                           
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Data Collection and Analysis 
Quasi-experiment.  To address questions 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, and 3 in this research 
study, a quasi-experiment was designed and conducted to assess the emergency 
management decision-making skills of school officials when responding to simulated 
catastrophic disasters.  The quasi-experiment tested a control group and experimental 
group.  The control group included five school officials that have not received emergency 
management training within the past 18 months.  The experimental group included five 
school officials that received emergency management training within the past 18 months.  
With the assistance of a panel of emergency management experts, specific research 
instruments were created for this experiment which included simulations exercise 
directions, an emergency management evaluation, and two tabletop disaster scenarios 
(i.e. a major earthquake, and a nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack).  Each 
participant was scored on seven key elements.  Element 1:  The emergency manager 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds.  Element 2: The emergency manager thought to obtain and confirm 
information about the disaster.  Element 3: The emergency manager thought to determine 
the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school.  Element 4: The 
emergency manager thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance 
and/or collaboration of response efforts.  Element 5: The emergency manager thought to 
assemble the building-level emergency response team in order to identify potential 
impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early response strategy.  
Element 6: The emergency manager thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and 
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develop an early response strategy.  Element 7: The emergency manager thought to 
(evacuate the school, resume normal operations, initiate a lockdown, or begin 
preparations for sheltering) in response to the disaster.  The possible outcomes/scores for 
each element included (0) very poor, (1) poor, (2) good, and (3) very good.   
Logic model was used to analyze results.  Under logic model, it was hypothesized 
that individuals that underwent emergency management training within the past 18 
months (experimental group participants) would score better than individuals that did not 
receive training (control group participants).  Individual participants could score up to 21 
points on each simulated scenario.  For the purpose of this research study, points were 
equated to percentages.  For individuals, any score less than 60% was considered low and 
any score above 60% was considered high.  For groups (control and experimental), the 
averages were compared to each other.   
Semi-structured interviews.  To address questions 4a and 4b in this research 
study a series of semi-structured interviews were conducted with the ten school officials 
that took part in the quasi-experiment.  A questionnaire was developed with the 
assistance of a panel of emergency management experts and used to guide the interviews.  
The questionnaire consisted of 14 closed-ended questions that required a choice of three 
possible answers, and two open ended questions.  The questionnaire was designed to 
address the following categories: (a) professional profiles of participants, (b) emergency 
management training and collaboration of participants, (c) perceptions of disaster 
likelihood and personal preparedness of participants, and (d) information from open-
ended questions on the questionnaire.       
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  Research question 1A.  For school officials who have received no emergency 
management training, what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when 
faced with a simulated natural disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)?  Control Group 
Participant 1 (CP1) responded to the simulated earthquake scenario by stating the 
following:  
Use any form of communication, cell phones that are working, to contact police 
department for any instructions.  Staff, through training, should contain students 
in the rooms - like a lockdown drill.  Students and staff need to get away from 
windows and stay closest to doorways.  Meet with administrative team to be sure 
everyone is on the same page as to what the plan will be. Write out instructions 
for teachers to give to students of what to do.  Send around monitors to 
communicate with teachers with instructions for sheltering.  Use office staff to 
make calls. Student's school districts should be notified as to how, or if, they will 
send buses to pick them up.  If not, plan for sheltering here and prepare meals.  
Plan for parents to come to campus to pick up their child.  Everyone needs to 
come to main office and sign out child.  Once campus is calm, plan meals, water, 
etc., for extended days at campus site. 
Based on the statements made by CP1 in response to the simulated earthquake, 
the emergency management decision-making skills scores for CP1 are: He/she thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds: (2) good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the disaster: 
(0) very poor; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the disaster might 
have on the school: (1) poor; He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies 
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for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (1) poor; He/she thought to 
assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a command post: (0) 
very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to 
identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to initiate a lockdown and 
prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  The total numeric score 
for CP1 is 7.  Table 4.1 represents the outcomes of CP1 on the simulated earthquake 
scenario.  CP1 scored 7 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 33%.  This low 
score is consistent with logic model, which infers that school officials that did not receive 
emergency management training within the past 18 months would score low.  
Table 4.1 
Evaluation of CP1 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Good 2 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster 
 
 
Very 
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school  
 
Poor 1 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies 
for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts  
 
Poor 1 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very 
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could 
have on the school and develop an early school response 
strategy 
 
Very 
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very 
Good 
3 
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 Control Group Participant 2 (CP2) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Start communication-chain with available staff.  Security to inform staff that we 
are in a lockdown.  Establish a command center with available radios and cell to 
hear what is happening outside.  Assess what resources are available for holding 
students at the campus.  Try to establish communications with adjacent facilities; 
police and fire departments.  Collect working cell phone to communicate with 
superintendent and authorities.  Have staff work in teams to gather provisions for 
feeding and distributing water for students and staff.  Distribute supplies to each 
building and classrooms.   
Based on the statements made by CP2 in response to the simulated earthquake, 
the emergency management decision-making skills scores for CP2 are: He/she thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (0) very poor; He/she thought to contact the 
appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) 
good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and 
establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from the 
emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on 
the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought 
to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (2) good.  
The total numeric score for CP2 is 7.  Table 4.2 represents the outcomes of CP2 on the 
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simulated earthquake scenario CP2 scored 7 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 
33%.  This low score is consistent with logic model, which infers that school officials 
that did not receive emergency management training within the past 18 months would 
score low. 
Table 4.2 
Evaluation of CP2 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Good 2 
 
Control Group Participant 3 (CP3) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Assess safety of students and staff on campus - medical attention as necessary 
(school nurse, EMT, EPS Staff, Certified Students).  Assign point people to 
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survey campus, structures, human capital, etc., and direct those who need 
assistance to areas where they can get it.  If people can't be moved, they need to 
bring help to them.  Get information back to me as soon as possible.  Follow 
emergency protocols.   Communicate needs with local law enforcement and fire 
department and ensure face-to-face contact happens as soon as possible by 
requesting calls come to my cell.  Contact districts that haven't transported 
students yet, or have transportation en route, requesting they don't send/turn 
around (using cell phones since landlines are down) since it's 11:45 students are 
on their way to campus.  Confirm the dam has actually been breached.  
Communicate campus status with central administration.  Speak to culinary 
classes about providing food to people and creating food packages/buffet style 
opportunities for people because we'd be unsure of how long we'd have to be on 
campus.   
 Based on the statements made by CP3 in response to the simulated earthquake, 
the emergency management decision-making skills scores for CP3 are: He/she thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (1) poor; He/she thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) good; He/she 
thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school 
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and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to  initiate a 
lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  The total 
numeric score for CP3 is 9.  Table 4.3 represents the outcomes of CP3 on the simulated 
earthquake scenario CP3 scored 9 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 43%.  
This low score is consistent with logic model, which infers that school officials that did 
not receive emergency management training within the past 18 months would score low. 
Table 4.3 
Evaluation of CP3 on Simulated Natural Disaster-Earthquake Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Poor 1 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                      
Control Group Participant 4 (CP4) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
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Have monitors (individuals at buildings) round up all students and staff (including 
custodians).  Go to Building D, bring attendance sheets, coats, phones, Go Bags.  
Go to higher floors if water is present.  Notify nurse - bring medications.  Try to 
reach Superintendent's office - notify as to where we are headed - northwest 
towards route 9E.  Start to evaluate if any injured students/staff - utilize 
emergency supplies, teachers, nurse.  Pack food supplies and water.  Evaluate if 
buses on campus are able to move.  Have someone go to bottom of hill to evaluate 
safe passage.  Open gate to Westchester Community College if passage is clear.  
If not clear, shelter-in-place protocols go into effect: a) higher level floors, b) 
food/meds/water, c) emergency Go Bags.   
 Based on the statements made by CP4 in response to the simulated earthquake, 
the emergency management decision-making skills scores for CP4 are: He/she thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (3) very good; He/she thought to contact the 
appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) 
good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and 
establish a command post: (3) very good; He/she thought to solicit input from the 
emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on 
the school and develop an early school response strategy: (2) good; He/she thought to  
initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  
The total numeric score for CP4 is 19.  Table 4.4 represents the outcomes of CP4 on the 
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simulated earthquake scenario CP4 scored 19 points out of a possible 21 points equating 
to 90%.  This high score is inconsistent with logic model, which infers that school 
officials that did not receive emergency management training within the past 18 months 
would score high. 
Table 4.4 
Evaluation of CP4 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
Element Evaluated 
 
Outcome Score 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Good 2 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
 
Control Group Participant 5 (CP5) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Go into modified lockdown; Shelter-in-place.  Try to contact local authorities, if 
possible to get a status report - if safe to leave buildings.  Set up incident 
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command center and have crisis team members report to it.  Set up 
communications through cell phones, walkies (if charged) etc.  Team of key 
officials to begin a sweep of each building to begin to assess the damage, injuries, 
etc.  Have crisis team member locate all medical supplies, medications, etc.  Set 
up nurse and trained first aid/medical personnel to deal with any injuries that are 
found in your initial sweep of the campus (should be in central designated area).  
Have team member locate all supplies on hand such as water, food, flashlights, 
batteries, blankets, medications, etc., and move to central location to be used if 
students and staff are to remain on campus.  After initial assessment of the crisis, 
notify staff of the emergency and give instructions (shelter-in-place, what to 
report to students, etc.).  If one building looks structurally sound, have staff and 
students moved to alternative locations.  Consider locking the front gate and 
moving 'A Building' students to main building, if possible - man front gate with 
staff member to control flow of traffic - no one into campus - emergency 
managers allowed in and directed where to go, etc.  
Based on the statements made by CP5 in response to the simulated earthquake, 
the emergency management decision-making skills scores for CP5 are: He/she thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (3) very good; He/she thought to contact the 
appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) 
good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and 
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establish a command post: (3) very good; He/she thought to solicit input from the 
emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on 
the school and develop an early school response strategy: (2) good; He/she thought to  
initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.   
Table 4.5 represents the outcomes of CP5 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  CP5 
scored 19 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 90%.  This high score is 
inconsistent with logic model, which infers that school officials that did not receive 
emergency management training within the past 18 months would score low. 
Table 4.5 
Evaluation of CP5 on Simulated Natural Disaster-Earthquake Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school 
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Good 2 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
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On Element 1, where control group participants were assessed on whether or not 
they thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building 
and on school grounds, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good or very good.  
On Element 2, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to obtain 
and confirm information about the disaster, 3 out of 5 (60%) school officials scored poor 
or very poor, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored good or very good.  On Element 3, where 
participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to determine the potential 
threat impact the disaster might have on the school, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
scored poor or very poor, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored good or very good.  On Element 4, 
where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to contact the 
appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts, 4 out 
of 5 (80%) of school officials scored good or very good, and 1 out of 5 (20%) scored 
poor or very poor.  On Element 5, where participants were assessed on whether or not 
they thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials scored poor or very poor, and 2 out of 
5 (40%) scored good or very good.  On Element 6, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to 
identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials scored poor or very poor, 
and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored good or very good.  On Element 7, where participants were 
assessed on whether or not they thought to (evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, or 
prepare to shelter) in response to the disaster, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored 
good or very good.  On Elements 1, 4, and 7 the majority of school officials scored good 
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or very good.  On Elements 2, 3, 5, and 6 the majority of school officials scored poor or 
very poor.  The total group numeric average score was 12.2 points out of a possible 21 
points equating to 58%, consistent to logic model.  Figure 4.1 represents the control 
group average scores for the earthquake scenario. 
 
Figure 4.1.  Control Group Average Scores on Simulated Natural Disaster. 
Research question 1B.  For school officials who have received emergency 
management training, what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when 
faced with a simulated natural disaster (e.g., a major earthquake)?  Experimental Group 
Participant 1 (EP1) responded to the simulated earthquake scenario by stating the 
following:  
Do whatever is necessary to protect people from harm, and provide aid to anyone 
that needs it.  Conduct a physical assessment of the building to determine threat to 
people.  Convene crisis response team.  Confirm information about the crisis with 
outside agencies.  Form search party to ensure all staff/students are safe.  Rescue 
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anyone who is trapped, and render first aid.  Shut off utilities such as gas, electric, 
water, etc.  Move people and emergency supplies to a safe location - second floor 
inside building.  Assess available emergency supplies, and prepare to shelter-in-
place for up to 48 hours.  Establish outside communication.  Assign crisis 
response team tasks.  Plan for the unexpected as often times crisis situations 
change.   
 Based on the statements made by EP1 in response to the simulated earthquake, the 
emergency management decision-making skills scores for EP1 are as follows: He/she 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster: (2) good; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the disaster 
might have on the school: (3) very good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) good; He/she 
thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post: (2) good; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and 
develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to  initiate a 
lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.   
Table 4.6 represents the outcomes of EP1 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  
EP1 scored 15 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 71%.  This high score is 
consistent with logic model, which infers that school officials that did receive emergency 
management training within the past 18 months would score high.       
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Table 4.6 
Evaluation of EP1 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
 Element Evaluated 
 
Outcome Score 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Good 
 
2 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Good 2 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
 Experimental Group Participant 2 (EP2) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Locate the crisis response plan.  Announce an emergency and contact emergency 
team.  Have team members report to a command center to go over the plan.  Have 
emergency team gather supplies, secure buildings, and direct other staff.  Have 
team members communicate with staff (inside building and in the field) via cell 
phones.  Make a note of any staff members who cannot be located.  Contact 
police and inquire about nature and scope of disaster.  Shelter-in-place until 
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contacted.  Have staff call-in when able to do so.  Maintain communications with 
outside resources like police, fire, medical.  Identify security needs, medical 
needs, etc.  Have staff contact their families or dependents.  
Based on the statements made by EP2 in response to the simulated earthquake, the 
emergency management decision-making skills scores for EP2 are as follows: He/she 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (2) good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (2) good; He/she 
thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post: (3) very good; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school 
and develop an early school response strategy: (1) poor; He/she thought to  initiate a 
lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.7 
represents the outcomes of EP2 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  EP2 scored 17 
points out of a possible 21 points equating to 81%.  This high score is consistent with 
logic model, which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management 
training within the past 18 months would score high.    
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Table 4.7 
Evaluation of EP2 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Poor 1 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
 Experimental Group Participant 3 (EP3) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Assess need for medical assistance. Gather everyone in triage area to be treated.  
Prepare to shelter-in-place.  Conduct a roll call of all those who will remain inside 
the building.  Assign a communications person and have them acquire up-to-date 
information from news media, and local authorities.  Move students and staff to 
the safest location inside the building, possibly the second floor.  Gather all food 
and water to a central location and assign staff to oversee distribution in a rationed 
71 
scenario.  Assign crisis team to lockdown the building and establish security.  
Establish a command center where the emergency can be managed from in a 
controlled manner.  Gather any useful items from cars in lot to sustain long term 
sheltering, such as flashlights, blankets, etc.  Contact loved ones if cell service 
becomes more available.   
 Based on the statements made by EP3 in response to the simulated earthquake, the 
emergency management decision-making skills scores for EP3 are as follows: He/she 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (2) good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (3) very good; 
He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post: (3) very good; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school 
and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to  initiate a 
lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.8 
represents the outcomes of EP3 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  EP3 scored 17 
points out of a possible 21 points equating to 81%.  This high score is consistent with 
logic model, which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management 
training within the past 18 months would score high.   
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Table 4.8 
Evaluation of EP3 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                        
 Experimental Group Participant 4 (EP4) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Ensure that people are safe and okay; Identify hazards and injured people; Take a 
head count.  Establish the structural integrity of the building; Move everyone to 
the safest area.  Get emergency supplies and administer them as necessary.  
Establish contact with outside agencies.  Double check head count.  Establish a 
search party to locate any missing personnel.  Locate sources such as fresh water, 
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food, blankets, etc., for sheltering.  Await further instructions from authorities.  
Remain calm.   
Based on the statements made by EP4 in response to the simulated earthquake, the 
emergency management decision-making skills scores for EP4 are as follows: He/she 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (3) very good; He/she thought to contact the 
appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (3) 
very good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and 
establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from the 
emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on 
the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought 
to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very 
good.  Table 4.9 represents the outcomes of EP4 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  
EP4 scored 12 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 58%.  This high score is 
inconsistent with logic model, which infers that school officials that did receive 
emergency management training within the past 18 months would score high.   
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Table 4.9 
Evaluation of EP4 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
Experimental Group Participant 5 (EP5) responded to the simulated earthquake 
scenario by stating the following:  
Bring all people into the building and get them to the highest floor.  Once 
everyone is secured safely inside the building, attempt to reach out and notify 
local authorities.  Advise your school's status, and determine if assistance can be 
provided.  Identify anyone who may be injured and may need immediate medical 
attention.  Attempt to organize response efforts by addressing the crisis team.  
Attempt to identify anyone who may be missing.  Assemble a search party for any 
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missing people.  Assemble team to move through the building and collect needed 
sheltering resources (food, water, first aid kits, flashlights, etc.).  Bring supplies to 
central location.  Assess overall safety.   
Based on the statements made by EP5 in response to the simulated earthquake, the 
emergency management decision-making skills scores for EP5 are as follows: He/she 
thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on 
school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school: (2) good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts: (3) very good; 
He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post: (2) good; He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and 
develop an early school response strategy: (1) poor; He/she thought to  initiate a 
lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  Table 
4.10 represents the outcomes of EP5 on the simulated earthquake scenario.  EP5 scored 
14 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 67%.  This high score is consistent with 
logic model, which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management 
training within the past 18 months would score high.       
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Table 4.10 
Evaluation of EP5 on Simulated Natural Disaster- Earthquake Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school 
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Good 2 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Poor 1 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                            
 On Element 1, where experimental group participants were assessed on whether 
or not they thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the 
building and on school grounds, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good or very 
good.  On Element 2, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
scored good or very good, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 3, 
where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to determine the 
potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school 
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officials scored good or very good.  On Element 4, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance 
and/or collaboration of response efforts, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good 
or very good.  On Element 5, where participants were assessed on whether or not they 
thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials scored good or very good, and 1 out 
of 5 (20%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 6, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to 
identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good or very good.  
On Element 7, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, or prepare to shelter in response to the disaster, 5 
out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good or very good.  On Elements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and 7 the majority of school officials scored good or very good.  On Element 6 the 
majority of school officials scored poor or very poor.  The total group numeric average 
score was 15.0 out of a possible 21 points equating to 71%, consistent with logic model.  
Figure 4.2 represents the experimental group average scores for the earthquake scenario. 
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 Figure 4.2. Experimental Group Average Scores on Simulated Natural Disaster.  
Research question 2A.  For school officials who have received no emergency 
management training, what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when 
faced with a simulated man-made disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass 
destruction)?  Control Group Participant 1 (CP1) responded to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Students and staff should remain in classrooms and proceed like a lockdown.  
Make announcement over PA system that everyone is to stay in classroom away 
from windows.  Gather administrative staff to discuss issue and set plans in 
motion.  Districts must be called to find out how/if they want to pick up their 
students.  Switchboard operator must inform parents who call or come in to get 
their child to sign them out of the office.  Periodically send guidance staff or 
administrators to classrooms in case students are having emotional moments 
because family in NYC cannot be contacted.  Prepare meals and sheltering in case 
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transportation cannot come on or off campus, and people will remain here.  
Continue to monitor situation until all districts have been notified and everyone is 
off campus. 
 Based on the statements made by CP1 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for CP1 are: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of 
persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain 
and confirm information about the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine 
the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (1) poor; He/she thought 
to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts: (0) very poor; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response 
team and establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from 
the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could 
have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she 
thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) 
very good.  Table 4.11 represents the outcomes of CP1 on the simulated nuclear weapon 
of mass destruction attack.  CP1 scored 7 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 
33%.  This low score is consistent with logic model, which infers that school officials 
that did not receive emergency management training within the past 18 months would 
score low.   
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Table 4.11 
Evaluation of CP1 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Poor 1 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                
Control Group Participant 2 (CP2) responded to the simulated nuclear weapon of 
mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Question Mr. Goldberg to see if what he reported is accurate.  Communicate with 
staff that there has been an emergency and we will be in lockdown until further 
notice.  Using the PA inform staff as news comes in over the phones.  
Communicate with superintendent and local police and fire.  Establish a command 
center.  Communicate with parents that students are safe.  Determine if students 
need to be housed or released to their districts.  Determine if supplies of food and 
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drinks can be distributed to classrooms.  Establish teachers to reach out to 
adjacent facilities for support.   
 Based on the statements made by CP2 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for CP2 are: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of 
persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain 
and confirm information about the disaster: (1) poor; He/she thought to determine the 
potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (1) poor; He/she thought to 
contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts: (3) very good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency response 
team and establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit input from 
the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could 
have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; He/she 
thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster: (3) 
very good.  Table 4.12 represents the outcomes of CP2 on the simulated nuclear weapon 
of mass destruction attack scenario.  CP2 scored 11 points out of a possible 21 points 
equating to 52%.  This low score is consistent with logic model, which infers that school 
officials that did not receive emergency management training within the past 18 months 
would score low. 
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Table 4.12 
Evaluation of CP2 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Poor 
 
1 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Poor 1 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                    
Control Group Participant 3 (CP3) responded to the simulated nuclear weapon of 
mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Ask teachers to hold students in their rooms because this is a time of transition on 
our campus using the PA once power is restored until we can be sure it will be 
sustained since there are sirens.  Try to confirm what Mr. Goldberg is saying.  
Since internet is down, attempt to get information from people outside of the area 
using my cell.  Allow students to go to their classes with supervision from 
monitors.  Gather all support staff - provide instruction regarding fielding calls 
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from parents - follow pre-determined protocol for dismissing students with 
parents if they want to come get their child.  Get counselors ready to be available 
for students who may be worried or scared.  There should be a standard response 
to calming the students that should be addressed as staff development.  
Coordinate with home-school districts to provide transportation to get students 
home or at least back at their district.  As students leave classes, re-assess the 
available teachers to assist with fielding phone calls/making phone calls/providing 
support to students.  
Based on the statements made by CP3 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for CP3 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (1) poor; He/she thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (1) poor; 
He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (0) very poor; He/she thought to assemble the building-
level emergency response team and establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she 
thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential 
impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response 
strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering 
in response to the disaster: (0) very poor.  Table 4.13 represents the outcomes of CP3 on 
the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  CP1 scored 5 points 
out of a possible 21 points equating to 24%.  This low score is consistent with logic 
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model, which infers that school officials that did not receive emergency management 
training within the past 18 months would score low.                                                                                                                            
Table 4.13 
Evaluation of CP3 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Poor 0 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Poor 1 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Poor 
0 
                                                                                      
Control Group Participant 4 (CP4) responded to the simulated nuclear weapon of 
mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Call a campus lockdown.  Instruct teachers and custodians to shut windows and 
doors.  Inform students of incident.  Call all administrators to office to begin 
shelter-in-place protocols: (a) select safest area for students to be housed, (b) 
collect food/water/meds/classroom Go Bags, (c) notify Superintendent's office - 
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we are in lockdown/shelter-in-place, (d) gather blankets and sheets/material - use 
to seal windows/doors, (e) bring in bus drivers - debrief as to possible evacuation.  
Custodian shut gate to campus and place sign on campus gate.  Take student 
attendance.  Collaborate with safety committee building leader to provide 
directions for students and staff.  Notify police that we are a school in lockdown - 
give location and condition of campus.  Change all available phones using 
auxiliary power.  Call Westchester Community College security - collaborate 
shelter-in-place protocols.  Call Assisted Living facility next door to collaborate 
shelter-in-place protocols.   
 Based on the statements made by CP4 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for CP4 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought 
to obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (3) very 
good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (2) good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level 
emergency response team and establish a command post: (2) good; He/she thought to 
solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (2) 
good; He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the 
disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.14 represents the outcomes of CP4 on the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  CP4 scored 15 points out of a 
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possible 21 points equating to 71%.  This high score is inconsistent with logic model, 
which infers that school officials that did not receive emergency management training 
within the past 18 months would score low.   
Table 4.14 
Evaluation of CP4 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Good 2 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Good 2 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
Control Group Participant 5 (CP5) responded to the simulated nuclear weapon of 
mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Go into modified lockdown; Shelter-in-place until situation is assessed.  Set up 
command center to manage the crisis; form team to begin to discuss needs and 
next steps.  Set up phones, communications, etc.  Contact local authorities.  Have 
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crisis team members locate/assess all supplies such as blankets, water, food, 
batteries, etc., in the event students and staff are to remain on campus and power 
goes back out.  Organize sweep of all buildings to assess response to crisis; any 
injuries, etc.  Set up communications between buildings in the event the power 
goes back out; walkies, etc.  Begin to consider and discuss moving students and 
staff to an alternative location, north, if possible.  Assess number of buses on 
campus and look to get additional bussing in the event the decision is made to try 
to evacuate the campus.  Begin to consider alternative locations.  Have crisis team 
member gather all medications and medical supplies, and bring to control 
location.  Lock gate and have gate manned to control flow of people on/off 
campus.  Give instructions to staff on their responsibilities and the initial crisis 
plan.  
Based on the statements made by CP5 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for CP5 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought 
to obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (3) very 
good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (3) very good; He/she thought to assemble the building-
level emergency response team and establish a command post: (3) very good; He/she 
thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential 
impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response 
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strategy: (0) very poor; He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering 
in response to the disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.15 represents the outcomes of CP5 on 
the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  CP5 scored 15 points 
out of a possible 21 points equating to 71%.  This high score is inconsistent with logic 
model, which infers that school officials that did not receive emergency management 
training within the past 18 months would score low.   
Table 4.15 
Evaluation of CP5 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
  
Element Evaluated 
 
Outcome 
 
Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                    
On Element 1, where control group participants were assessed on whether or not 
they thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building 
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and on school grounds, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials scored good or very good, and 
1 out of 5 (20%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 2, where participants were 
assessed on whether or not they thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials scored poor or very poor, and 1 out of 5 
(20%) scored good or very good.  On Element 3, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to determine the potential threat impact the disaster might 
have on the school, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials scored poor or very poor, and 2 
out of 5 (40%) scored good or very good.  On Element 4, where participants were 
assessed on whether or not they thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for 
assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
scored good or very good, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 5, 
where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to assemble the 
building-level emergency response team and establish a command post, 3 out of 5 (60%) 
of school officials scored poor or very poor, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored good or very 
good.  On Element 6, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy, 4 out of 
5 (80%) of school officials scored poor or very poor, and 1 out of 5 (20%) scored good or 
very good.  On Element 7, where participants were assessed on whether or not they 
thought to (evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, or prepare to shelter) in response to the 
disaster, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials scored good or very good, and 1 out of 5 
(20%) scored poor or very poor.  On Elements 1, 4, and 7 the majority of school officials 
scored good or very good.  On Elements 2, 3, 5, and 6 the majority of school officials 
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scored poor or very poor. The total group numeric average score was 10.6 points out of a 
possible 21 points equating to 50%, consistent with logic model.  Figure 4.3 represents 
the control group average scores for the WMD attack scenario. 
 
Figure 4.3. Control Group Average Scores on Simulated Manmade Disaster.  
Research question 2B.  For school officials who have received emergency 
management training, what are the decision-making skills they will demonstrate when 
faced with a simulated manmade disaster (e.g., an attack by a nuclear weapon of mass 
destruction)?  Experimental Group Participant 1 (EP1) responded to the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following: 
Ensure everyone's safety.  Provide first aid as needed.  Convene crisis response 
team.  Confirm information about the WMD attack.  Lockdown the facility and 
provide security.  Shutdown all HVAC systems and block ventilation into 
building.  Establish communications with outside local authorities and sources 
(police, fire, medical, radio, TV).  Assess crisis situation and plan next steps.  
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Assess all emergency supplies (first aid, water, food, flashlights, biohazard masks, 
etc), and issue as necessary.  Prepare to shelter-in-place for up to 48 hours.  
Communicate with staff/team about sheltering procedures.  Establish method to 
dispose of waste during sheltering.  
 Based on the statements made by EP1 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for EP1 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought 
to obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (3) very 
good; He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (3) very good; He/she thought to assemble the building-
level emergency response team and establish a command post: (2) good; He/she thought 
to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts 
the disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) 
very poor; He/she thought to initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to 
the disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.16 represents the outcomes of EP1 on the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  EP1 scored 17 points out of a 
possible 21 points equating to 81%.  This high score is consistent with logic model, 
which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management training within 
the past 18 months would score high. 
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Table 4.16 
Evaluation of EP1 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post 
  
Good 2 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
Experimental Group Participant 2 (EP2) responded to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:   
Locate the crisis response plan.  Assemble crisis team members into a room and 
distribute plan.  Secure / Lockdown the building by crisis team.  Announce the 
disaster and have everyone report to the computer room (where there are no 
windows and is in the center of the building).  Identify hazards, injuries, etc., and 
treat as needed.  Attempt to communicate with people outside, if cell phones are 
working.  Advise any staff in the field to not return to the building.  Identify all 
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resources (food, water, medications).  Attempt to communicate with local services 
(police, fire, medical).  Remain in place, prepare to shelter until authorities 
contact facility.  If possible, allow staff to contact family, dependents, etc.  
 Based on the statements made by EP2 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for EP2 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (2) good; He/she thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (2) good; He/she thought to determine 
the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (2) good; He/she 
thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of 
response efforts: (2) good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post: (2) good; He/she thought to solicit input 
from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster 
could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; 
He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the 
disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.17 represents the outcomes of EP2 on the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  EP2 scored 13 points out of a 
possible 21 points equating to 62%.  This high score is consistent with logic model, 
which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management training within 
the past 18 months would score high. 
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Table 4.17 
Evaluation of EP2 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Good 2 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Good 
 
2 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Good 2 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Good 2 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
Experimental Group Participant 3 (EP3) responded to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Gather emergency response team in the building for assignment of duties.  Have 
communications lead attempt to contact local authorities and determine the 
severity to our proximity.  Maintain continued updates with outside sources.  
Assess security and medical needs, and triage people until EMS personnel can 
arrive on scene.  Lockdown building after all who wished to leave have done so.  
Gather all available food, water centrally in case prolonged sheltering is needed.  
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Have crisis team turn off any AC systems that can bring contaminated air from 
the outside.  Establish a roll call list of everyone inside the building.  Plan for 
getting (contaminated) staff to decontaminated site.  Allow staff to contact 
families, etc., as needed. 
 Based on the statements made by EP3 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for EP3 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (2) good; He/she thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (3) very good; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (2) good; 
He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (1) poor; He/she thought to assemble the building-level 
emergency response team and establish a command post: (1) poor; He/she thought to 
solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very 
poor; He/she thought to initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the 
disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.18 represents the outcomes of EP3 on the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  EP3 scored 12 points out of a 
possible 21 points equating to 57%.  This low score is inconsistent with logic model, 
which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management training within 
the past 18 months would score high.      
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Table 4.18 
Evaluation of EP3 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Good 2 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Good 
 
3 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Poor 1 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Poor 1 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
                                                                                     
 
Experimental Group Participant 4 (EP4) responded to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following:  
Seal up building as much as possible.  Relocate to basement/lowest floor as soon 
as possible.  Take head count and distribute breathing apparatuses that may be on 
hand.  Instruct everyone else to cover their mouths with whatever they can find.  
Contact local authorities.  Locate and distribute fresh water, food (iodine tablets) 
etc., for sheltering.  Ensure sanitary conditions as much as possible.  Remain 
calm; Keep everyone inside.  Wait for instructions from authorities.   
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 Based on the statements made by EP4 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for EP4 are: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of 
persons in the building and on school grounds: (3) very good; He/she thought to obtain 
and confirm information about the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to determine 
the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (3) very good; He/she 
thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of 
response efforts: (3) very good; He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post: (0) very poor; He/she thought to solicit 
input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster 
could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) very poor; 
He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the 
disaster: (3) very good.  Table 4.19 represents the outcomes of EP4 on the simulated 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  EP3 scored 12 points out of a 
possible 21 points equating to 57%.  This low score is inconsistent with logic model, 
which infers that school officials that did receive emergency management training within 
the past 18 months would score high.   
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Table 4.19 
Evaluation of EP4 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario 
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Very  
Good 
3 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Good 
3 
 
      Experimental Group Participant 5 (EP5) responded to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario by stating the following: 
Immediately contact transportation department to get buses to location.  Set up 
main office with crisis team members which will be the central point for all 
communications and direction (crisis management).  Arrange to have all students 
and staff assemble in central location (auditorium, gym, etc.).  Staff and students 
should be addressed and tactfully notified of the situation.  Crisis team should be 
assembled to gather any needed resources (food, water, etc.).  Students and staff 
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should be grouped together for transportation purposes.  Once everyone has been 
loaded onto buses, they should be moved to a safe location away from the City.  
Based on the statements made by EP5 in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack, the emergency management decision-making skills 
scores for EP5 are as follows: He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds: (2) good; He/she thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster: (0) very poor; He/she thought to 
determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school: (2) good; 
He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts: (1) poor; He/she thought to assemble the building-level 
emergency response team and establish a command post: (3) very good; He/she thought 
to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts 
the disaster could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy: (0) 
very poor; He/she thought to evacuate the school in response to the disaster: (0) very 
poor.  Table 4.20 represents the outcomes of EP5 on the simulated nuclear weapon of 
mass destruction attack scenario.  EP5 scored 8 points out of a possible 21 points 
equating to 38%.  This low score is inconsistent with logic model, which infers that 
school officials that did receive emergency management training within the past 18 
months would score high.   
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Table 4.20 
Evaluation of EP5 on Simulated Manmade Disaster- WMD Attack Scenario  
 Element Evaluated Outcome Score 
 
1. He/she thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds 
Good 2 
 
2. He/she thought to obtain and confirm information about 
the disaster 
 
 
Very  
 
Poor 
 
0 
3. He/she thought to determine the potential threat impact 
the disaster might have on the school  
 
Good 2 
4. He/she thought to contact the appropriate outside 
agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response 
efforts  
 
Poor 1 
5. He/she thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post  
 
Very  
Good 
3 
6. He/she thought to solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to identify potential impacts the 
disaster could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
Very  
Poor 
0 
7. He/she thought to  initiate a lockdown and prepare for 
sheltering in response to the disaster  
Very  
Poor 
0 
                                                                               
 On Element 1, where experimental group participants were assessed on whether 
or not they thought to provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the 
building and on school grounds, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials scored good or very 
good.  On Element 2, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
obtain and confirm information about the disaster, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
scored good or very good, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 3, 
where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to determine the 
potential threat impact the disaster might have on the school, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school 
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officials scored good or very good.  On Element 4, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance 
and/or collaboration of response efforts, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials scored good 
or very good, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored poor or very poor.  On Element 5, where 
participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to assemble the building-level 
emergency response team and establish a command post, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school 
officials scored good or very good, and 2 out of 5 (40%) scored poor or very poor.  On 
Element 6, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to solicit 
input from the emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster 
could have on the school and develop an early school response strategy, 5 out of 5 
(100%) of school officials scored poor or very poor.  On Element 7, where participants 
were assessed on whether or not they thought to (evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, 
or prepare to shelter) in response to the disaster, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials 
scored good or very good, and 1 out of 5 (20%) scored poor or very poor.  On Elements 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 the majority of school officials scored good or very good.  On Element 
6 the majority of school officials scored poor or very poor.  The total group numeric 
average score was 12.4 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 59%, inconsistent 
with logic model.  Figure 4.4 represents the experimental group average scores for the 
WMD attack scenario.   
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 Figure 4.4. Experimental Group Average Scores on Simulated Manmade Disaster. 
Research question 3.  How will school officials that received no emergency 
management training perform on simulated disaster scenarios in comparison to school 
officials who did receive emergency management training?  On the simulated major 
earthquake scenario the experimental group and control group scored the same on 
Element 1, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to provide 
for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds, 
and Element 7, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
(evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, or prepare to shelter) in response to the disaster, 
both scoring 100% good or very good.  On Element 2, where participants were assessed 
on whether or not they thought to obtain and confirm information about the disaster, 60% 
of the experimental group scored good or very good compared to 40% of the control 
group that scored good or very good.  On Element 3, where participants were assessed on 
whether or not they thought to determine the potential threat impact the disaster might 
103 
have on the school, 100% of the experimental group scored good or very good compared 
to 40% of the control group that scored good or very good.  On Element 4, where 
participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts, 100% of the 
experimental group scored good or very good compared to 80% of the control group that 
good or very good.  On Element 5, where participants were assessed on whether or not 
they thought to assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post, 80% of the experimental group scored good or very good compared to 
40% of the control group that scored good or very good.  On Element 6, where 
participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to solicit input from the 
emergency response team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on 
the school and develop an early school response strategy, 40% of the control group 
scored good or very good compared to 0% of the experimental group that scored good or 
very good.  The experimental group had a total numeric average score of 15.0 points out 
of a possible 21 equating to 71% compared to the control group that had a total numeric 
average score of 12.2 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 58%.  The 
experimental group scored 13% higher than the control group on the simulated 
earthquake scenario consistent with logic model. 
On the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario the 
experimental group and control group scored the same on Element 4, where participants 
were assessed on whether or not they thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies 
for assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts, and Element 7, where participants 
were assessed on whether or not they thought to (evacuate, resume normally, lockdown, 
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or prepare to shelter) in response to the disaster.  On Element 4, 60% of both groups 
scored good or very good.  On Element 7, 80% of both groups scored good or very good. 
On Element 1, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to 
provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building and on school 
grounds, 100% of the experimental group scored good or very good compared to 80% of 
the control group that scored good or very good.  On Element 2, where participants were 
assessed on whether or not they thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster, 60% of the experimental group scored good or very good compared to 20% of 
the control group that scored good or very good.  On Element 3, where participants were 
assessed on whether or not they thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school, 100% of the experimental group scored good or very 
good compared to 40% of the control group that scored good or very good.   On Element 
5, where participants were assessed on whether or not they thought to assemble the 
building-level emergency response team and establish a command post, 60% of the 
experimental group scored good or very good compared to 40% of the control group that 
scored good or very good.  On Element 6, where participants were assessed on whether or 
not they thought to solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify 
potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an early school 
response strategy, 20% of the control group scored good or very good compared to 0% of 
the experimental group that scored good or very good.  Figure 4.5 represents a 
comparison between the total average scores on both scenarios between the two groups.  
The experimental group had a total numeric average score of 12.4 points out of a possible 
21 points equating to 59% compared to the control group that had a total numeric average 
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score of 10.6 points out of a possible 21 points equating to 50%.  The experimental group 
scored 9% higher than the control group on the simulated nuclear weapon of mass 
destruction attack scenario consistent with logic model. 
 
Figure 4.5. Comparison of Control Group and Experimental Group Average Scores on 
Simulated Disasters.  
 Despite the data revealing that as a group (total group average) the experimental 
group compared to the control group scored better on both scenarios, some logic model 
inconsistencies occurred.   Table 4.21 represents logic model consistencies and 
inconsistencies of the control group participants on the two simulated scenarios.   
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Table 4.21 
 
Control Group Logic Model Assessment of Consistencies and Inconsistencies on 
Simulations  
 
Participant 
 
Earthquake Scenario WMD Scenario 
 
CP1  
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
CP2 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
CP3 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Consistent with logic model  
 
CP4 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
CP5 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
 After the simulation exercises, and during the semi-structured interviews with the 
control group participants, CP4 and CP5 were asked why they believed they were able to 
score higher on the simulated scenarios than the other members of the control group 
(CP1, CP2, CP3).  CP4 advised that he has served as a volunteer fireman in his 
hometown for the past 10 year, which provided him with good foundational knowledge 
on how to respond to disasters.  CP5 advised that she worked in New York City public 
schools for 16 years before starting her position as a school administrator in Westchester 
County, NY.  CP5 advised that she gained substantial experience as a school principal in 
New York City, including working at a school during the September 11, 2001 terrorist 
attacks at the World Trade Center.  CP5 further advised that as a New York City public 
school administrator, she previously (several years ago) took some FEMA (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency) online courses related disaster preparedness.  Although 
the results of CP4 and CP5 were inconsistent with logic model during the simulated 
disaster scenarios, both participants provided rational as to why they believed they scored 
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high on the scenarios despite not having had emergency management training within the 
past 18 months prior to the experiment.      
Table 4.22 represents logic model consistencies and inconsistencies of the 
experimental group participants on the two simulated scenarios. 
Table 4.22 
 
Experimental Group Logic Model Assessment of Consistencies and Inconsistencies on 
Simulations  
 
Participant 
 
Earthquake Scenario WMD Scenario 
 
EP1 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
EP2 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
EP3 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Inconsistent with logic model  
 
EP4 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
EP5 
 
Consistent with logic model 
 
Inconsistent with logic model 
 
 After the simulation exercises, and during the semi-structured interviews with the 
experimental group participants, EP3, EP4, and EP5 were asked why they believed they 
scored low on the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario, which is 
inconsistent with logic model.  Although all three participants received emergency 
management training within the past 18 months, all three participants advised that they 
never received instruction on how to respond to a nuclear attack.   
 Research question 4A.  What are the perspectives of school officials who have 
received no emergency management training with respect to collaboration with outside 
agencies and emergency management training in their schools?  To answer research 
question 4A, semi-structured interviews were conducted with all participants that took 
108 
part in the quasi-experiment.  A questionnaire that was developed with the assistance of a 
panel of emergency management experts was used to guide the interviews.  The questions 
on the questionnaire were designed to address the following categories:  (a) professional 
profiles of participants, (b) emergency management training and collaboration of 
participants, (c) perceptions of disaster likelihood and personal preparedness of 
participants, and (d) information from open-ended questions on the questionnaire.   
Professional profiles of participants.  Control Group Participant 1 (CP1) is a 
school official who is an administrator with managerial responsibilities, employed in their 
position six or more years, is a member of the safety team/committee, and has previous 
experience with more than one disaster situation.  Control Group Participant 2 (CP2) is a 
school official who is an administrator with managerial responsibilities, employed in their 
position six or more years, is a member of the safety team/committee, and has previous 
experience with more than one disaster situation.  Control Group Participant 3 (CP3) is a 
school official who is an administrator with managerial responsibilities, employed in their 
position less than three years, has no affiliation with the school safety team/committee, 
and has previous experience with one disaster situation.  Control Group Participant 4 
(CP4) is a school official who is an administrator with managerial responsibilities, 
employed in their position six or more years, is a member of the safety team/committee, 
and has previous experience with more than one disaster situation.  Control Group 
Participant 5 (CP5) is a school official who is not an administrator, employed in their 
position six or more years, is a member of the school safety team/committee, and has 
previous experience with more than one disaster situation.   
109 
 Emergency management training and collaboration.  When asked how many 
fire drills they participate in each year, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials advised that 
they participate in at least 3 fire drills each year.  When asked how to improve fire drills, 
3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials suggested that outside agencies, such as fire and 
police, should be included in some drills, 1 out of 5 (20%) suggested they should be 
included in most drills, and 1 out of 5 (20%) suggested they should be included in all 
drills.  When asked how many safety drills (e.g., lockdown, evacuation) they participate 
in each year, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials advised that they participate in at least 
three safety drills each year, while 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they participate in at least 
one safety drill each year.  When asked how to improve safety drills, 3 out of 5 (60%) of 
school officials suggested that outside agencies, such as fire and police, should be 
included in some drills, 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they should be included in most drills, 
and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they should be included in all drills.  When asked to 
describe how the school conducts disaster preparedness training, 3 out of 5 (60%) of 
school officials advised that they participate in training at least one time each year, 1 out 
of 5 (20%) advised they participate in training at least three times each year, and 1 out of 
5 (20%) advised that faculty and staff do not always participate in training each year.  
When asked to describe how the school collaborates disaster preparedness training with 
outside agencies, 2 out of 5 (40%) of school officials advised that training is collaborated 
with outside agencies most of the time, 2 out of 5 (40%) advised that training is 
collaborated with outside agencies some of the time, and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised that 
training usually does not involve collaboration with outside agencies.  When asked to 
describe the importance of collaborating disaster preparedness training with outside 
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agencies, 5 out of 5 (100%) of school officials advised that collaborating training with 
outside agencies is very important.  
 Perceptions of disaster likelihood and personal preparedness.   When asked their 
opinion of a major natural disaster (such as an earthquake, hurricane, or tornado) 
occurring in the next 10 years that could impact safety and educational continuity at their 
schools, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials advised it is somewhat likely, 1 out of 5 
(20%) advised it is highly likely, and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised it is unlikely.  When asked 
their opinion of a major manmade disaster (such as a weapon of mass destruction attack, 
terrorist attack, or school shooting incident) occurring in the next 10 years that could 
impact safety and educational continuity at their schools, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school 
officials advised it is highly likely, 1 out of 5 (20%) advised it is somewhat likely, and 1 
out of 5 (20%) advised it is unlikely.  When asked to describe their current ability to 
respond to and manage during a major disaster, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
advised that they are adequately prepared, 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they are did not know 
whether or not they are adequately prepared, and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised that they are 
not adequately prepared.  
 Information from open-ended questions.  When asked to describe the top three 
ways they felt their school could enhance safety and become better prepared for a major 
natural or manmade disaster CP1 suggested: "Train all staff at least three times a school 
year; Continue drills; Continue supervisor training; Manuals should be continually 
updated and distributed."  CP2 suggested: "Have several tabletop practice sessions with 
lead administrators and public safety services; Have several training sessions for teachers 
(not just the safety team/committee); Have two disaster drills each year that involves 
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students."  CP3 suggested: "Practice an evacuation drill; Provide in-house 
communication devices to all staff members to be used during an emergency; Ensure 
emergency protocols are accessible to all staff members."  CP4 suggested: "Safety 
training with all staff (not just safety team); Have emergency 'Go Bags' for each 
classroom; Have more people CPR/First Aid trained; Safety committee should conduct 
planning."  CP5 suggested: "Participate in more training in regards to responding to 
disasters; Involve outside agencies in drills and training - practice and evaluation; Have 
crisis team meet more often and discuss emergency management protocols;  I was trained 
as a volunteer fireman and emergency medical technician in my community.  I feel that 
we (as a school) could do more to prepare for an emergency.  Although we have a plan, 
this must be communicated with staff more frequently.  We should have more drills and 
more training as a whole."   
 Using pattern matching and holistic data analysis, four main themes emerged 
from the control group answers to the open-ended questions.  Table 4.23 represents the 
control group participant's answers under four main themes that emerged from the open-
ended questions on the questionnaire.  The table indicates that most emphasis is on 
training, then planning, collaboration, and supplies.  
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Table 4.23 
Control Group Answers to Open-Ended Questions and Emergence of Themes 
 
Training 
 
Planning 
 
Collaboration  
 
Supplies 
 
Train all staff at 
least three times a 
school year 
 
Continue supervisor 
training 
 
Continue drills 
 
Have several 
tabletop practice 
sessions 
 
Have two disaster 
drills each year 
 
Practice an 
evacuation drill 
 
Safety training with 
more staff 
 
Have more people 
CPR/First Aid 
trained 
 
We should have 
more drills and 
more training as a 
whole 
 
Manuals should be 
continually updated 
and distributed 
 
Ensure emergency 
protocols are 
accessible to all 
staff members 
 
Safety committee 
should conduct 
planning 
 
Have crisis team 
meet more often and 
discuss emergency 
management 
protocols 
 
Although we have a 
plan, this must be 
communicated with 
staff more 
frequently 
 
 
Practice sessions 
with lead 
administrators and 
public safety 
services 
 
Involve outside 
agencies in drills 
and training - 
practice and 
evaluation 
 
 
 
Provide in-house 
communication 
devices 
 
Have emergency Go 
Bags for each 
classroom 
 
 
 Research question 4B.  What are the perspectives of school officials who have 
received emergency management training with respect to collaboration with outside 
agencies and emergency management training in their schools?  To answer research 
question 4B, semi-structured interviews were conducted with all participants that took 
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part in the quasi-experiment.  A questionnaire that was developed with the assistance of a 
panel of emergency management experts was used to guide the interviews.  The questions 
on the questionnaire were designed to solicit comments from participants that would 
address the following areas:  (a) professional profiles of participants, (b) emergency 
management training and collaboration of participants, (c) perceptions of disaster 
likelihood and personal preparedness of participants, and (d) information from open-
ended questions on the questionnaire. 
 Professional profiles of participants.  Experimental Group Participant 1 (EP1) is 
a school official who is not an administrator, employed in their position six or more 
years, is a member of the safety team/committee, and has no previous experience with a 
disaster situation.  Experimental Group Participant 2 (EP2) is a school official who is not 
an administrator, employed in their position six or more years, is not affiliated with the 
safety team/committee, and has no previous experience with a disaster situation.  
Experimental Group Participant 3 (EP3) is a school official who is an administrator 
without managerial responsibilities, employed in their position six or more years, has no 
affiliation with the school safety team/committee, and has no previous experience with a 
disaster situation.  Experimental Group Participant 4 (EP4) is a school official who is an 
administrator with managerial responsibilities, employed in their position between three 
and six years, is a member of the safety team/committee, and has no previous experience 
with a disaster situation.  Experimental Group Participant 5 (EP5) is a school official who 
is not an administrator, employed in their position six or more years, is not affiliated with 
the school safety team/committee, and has no previous experience with a disaster 
situation.  
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  Emergency management training and collaboration.  When asked how many 
fire drills they participate in each year, 4 out of 5 (80%) of school officials advised that 
they participate in at least 1 fire drill each year, while 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they 
participate in at least 3 fire drills each year.  When asked how to improve fire drills, 2 out 
of 5 (40%) of school officials suggested that outside agencies, such as fire and police, 
should be included in some drills, 1 out of 5 (20%) suggested they should be included in 
most drills, and 1 out of 5 (20%) suggested they should be included in all drills.  When 
asked how many safety drills (e.g., lockdown, evacuation) they participate in each year, 5 
out of 5 (100%) of school officials advised that they participate in at least one safety drill 
each year.  When asked how to improve safety drills, 2 out of 5 (40%) of school officials 
suggested that outside agencies, such as fire and police, should be included in some drills, 
1 out of 5 (20%) suggested they should be included in most drills, 1 out of 5 (20%) 
advised they should be included in all drills, and 1 out of 5 (20%) did not answer.  When 
asked to describe how the school conducts disaster preparedness training, 3 out of 5 
(60%) of school officials advised that they participate in training at least one time each 
year, 1 out of 5 (20%) advised they participate in training at least three times each year, 
and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised that faculty and staff do not always participate in training 
each year.  When asked to describe how the school collaborates disaster preparedness 
training with outside agencies, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials advised that training is 
collaborated with outside agencies some of the time, while 2 out of 5 (40%) advised that 
training is collaborated with outside agencies most of the time.  When asked to describe 
the importance of collaborating disaster preparedness training with outside agencies, 5 
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out of 5 (100%) of school officials advised that collaborating training with outside 
agencies is very important. 
 Perceptions of disaster likelihood and personal preparedness.   When asked their 
opinion of a major natural disaster (such as an earthquake, hurricane, or tornado) 
occurring in the next 10 years that could impact safety and educational continuity at their 
schools, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials advised it is somewhat likely, 1 out of 5 
(20%) advised it is highly likely, and 1 out of 5 (20%) advised it is unlikely.  When asked 
their opinion of a major manmade disaster (such as a weapon of mass destruction attack, 
terrorist attack, or school shooting incident) occurring in the next 10 years that could 
impact safety and educational continuity at their schools, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school 
officials advised it is unlikely, 1 out of 5 (20%) advised it is somewhat likely, and 1 out 
of 5 (20%) advised it is highly likely.  When asked to describe their current ability to 
respond to and manage during a major disaster, 3 out of 5 (60%) of school officials 
advised that they are adequately prepared, while 2 out of 5 (40%) advised they are did not 
know whether or not they are adequately prepared. 
 Information from open-ended questions.  When asked to describe the top three 
ways they felt their school could enhance safety and become better prepared for a major 
natural or manmade disaster EP1 suggested: "Provide 'Go Bags' to include all vital 
portable supplies necessary to protect staff during and following a disaster; Create 
emergency procedures (Quick Reference Manuals) for front desk and supervisors; Update 
crisis plans and distribute to staff members; Training provided by security experts has 
helped our organization prepare for a variety of disasters.  We are fortunate to have their 
(security experts) guidance and expertise."  EP2 suggested: "Have an emergency plan; 
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Practice (train) staff at least once a year; Involve outside agencies in emergency planning 
and training."  EP3 suggested: "Digitize emergency response plan; Make crisis team 
members aware of the emergency response plan and give them access to it ubiquitously; 
Invest in emergency 'Go Bags' with enough supplies to handle a real crisis; Have a bag 
available in each building."  EP4 suggested: "Collaborate with outside agencies; Conduct 
more formalized training; Assign people explicit roles and establish a chain of command 
for emergencies."  EP5 did not provide comments to the open ended questions. 
 Using pattern matching and holistic data analysis, four main themes emerged 
from the control group answers to the open-ended questions.  Table 4.24 represents the 
control group participant's answers under four main themes that emerged from the open-
ended questions on the questionnaire.  The table indicates that most emphasis is on 
planning, then collaboration, training, and supplies.  
Table 4.24 
Experimental Group Answers to Open-Ended Questions and Emergence of Themes 
Training Planning Collaboration  Supplies 
 
Practice 
(train) at 
least once a 
year 
 
Conduct 
more 
formalized 
training 
 
 
Create emergency 
procedures (quick reference 
manuals) for the front desk 
 
Update crisis plans and 
distribute to staff members 
 
Have an emergency plan 
 
Digitize emergency 
response plan 
 
Assign people explicit roles 
and establish a chain of 
command for emergencies  
 
 
Training provided 
by security experts 
 
Involve outside 
agencies in 
emergency planning 
and training 
 
Collaborate with 
outside agencies  
 
 
 
Provide Go Bags to 
include all vital 
portable supplies 
necessary to protect 
people during and 
following a disaster 
 
Invest in emergency 
Go Bags with 
enough supplies to 
handle a real crisis; 
Have a bag 
available in each 
building 
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 Pattern matching and holistic data analysis was also applied to the quasi-
experiment portion of this research study.  The emergency management decision-making 
responses of the participants on the simulated disaster scenarios clearly indicated that 
communications is a major theme important to this study.  Communications has been 
separated into two categories, external communications and internal communications.   
  The responses from control group participants related to communications during 
the simulated earthquake scenario were as follows: CP1 stated, "Contact the police," 
"Send around monitors to communicate with teachers," "Use office staff to make calls," 
"School districts should be notified."  CP2 stated, "Security is to inform staff that we are 
going into lockdown," "Collect working cell phones to communicate with 
superintendent."  CP3 stated, "Communicate needs to local law enforcement and fire 
department," "Contact districts that haven't transported students yet," "Communicate 
campus status with Central Office."  CP4 stated, "Notify nurse and bring medications," 
"Try to reach the superintendent," "Notify administration as to where we are headed."  
CP5 stated, "Contact local authorities," "Notify staff of the emergency and give 
instructions."  Table 4.25 represents the statements made by the control group in response 
to the simulated earthquake scenario. 
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Table 4.25 
Control Group Statements Referring to Communications on Earthquake Scenario 
Internal Communications 
 
External Communications 
Send around monitors to communicate with 
teachers 
 
Security is to inform staff that we are going 
into lockdown 
 
Notify nurse and bring medications 
 
Notify staff of the emergency and give 
instructions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contact the police 
 
School districts should be notified  
 
Collect working cell phones to 
communicate with superintendent 
 
Communicate needs to local law 
enforcement and fire department 
 
Contact districts that haven't transported 
students yet 
 
Communicate campus status with Central 
Office 
 
Try to reach the superintendent 
 
Notify administration as to where we are 
headed 
 
Contact local authorities 
 
 
 
 The responses from experimental group participants related to communications 
during the simulated earthquake scenario were as follows:  EP1 stated, "Establish outside 
communications."  EP2 stated, "Announce an emergency," "Contact the emergency 
team," "Have team members communicate with staff," "Contact the police," "Maintain 
communications with outside resources like police, fire, medical," "Have staff contact 
their families or dependents."  EP3 stated, "Assign a communications person to acquire 
up-to-date information," "Contact loved ones."  EP4 stated, "Establish contact with 
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outside agencies," "Await further instructions from authorities." EP5 stated, "Reach out 
and notify local authorities."  Table 4.26 represents the statements made by the 
experimental group in response to the simulated earthquake scenario. 
Table 4.26 
Experimental Group Statements Referring to Communications on Earthquake Scenario 
 
Internal Communications 
 
 
External Communications 
Announce an emergency 
 
Contact the emergency team 
 
Have team members communicate with 
staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contact the police 
 
Maintain communications with outside 
resources like police, fire, medical 
 
Have staff contact their families or 
dependents 
 
Contact loved ones 
 
Establish contact with outside agencies 
 
Await further instructions from authorities 
 
Reach out and notify local authorities 
 
 
 The responses from control group participants related to communications during 
the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario were as follows: CP1 
stated, "Make an announcement over the PA system," "Districts must be called," 
"Switchboard operator must inform parents," "All districts have been notified."  CP2 
stated, "Communicate with staff that there has been an emergency," "Use PA system as 
news comes in," "Communicate with superintendent and local police and fire," 
"Communicate with parents that students are safe," "Reach out to adjacent facilities for 
support."  CP3 stated, "Ask teachers to hold students in their rooms using the PA 
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system," "Coordinate with home districts to provide transportation," Assist with 
fielding/making calls."  CP4 stated, "Call a campus lockdown," "Call all administrators to 
the office," "Notify superintendent's office," Call security and collaborate shelter-in-place 
protocol," "Call next door and collaborate shelter-in-place protocol."  CP5 stated, 
"Contact local authorities," "Set up communications between buildings."  Table 4.27 
represents the statements made by the control group in response to the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario. 
Table 4.27 
Control Group Statements Referring to Communications on WMD Attack  Scenario 
Internal Communications External Communications 
 
Make an announcement over the PA 
system 
 
Communicate with staff that there has been 
an emergency 
 
Use PA system as news comes in 
 
Ask teachers to hold students in their 
rooms using the PA system 
 
Call a campus lockdown 
 
Call all administrators to the office 
 
Call security and collaborate shelter-in-
place protocol 
 
Set up communications between buildings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Districts must be called 
 
Switchboard operator must inform parents 
 
All districts have been notified 
 
Communicate with superintendent and 
local police and fire 
 
Communicate with parents that students are 
safe 
 
Reach out to adjacent facilities for support 
 
Coordinate with home districts to provide 
transportation 
 
Assist with fielding/making calls 
 
Notify superintendent's office 
 
Call next door and collaborate shelter-in-
place protocol 
 
Contact local authorities 
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  The responses from experimental group participants related to communications 
during the simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario were as follows:  
EP1 stated, "Establish communications with outside local authorities and sources (police, 
fire, medical, radio, TV)," "Communicate with staff about sheltering procedures."  EP2 
stated, "Announce the disaster and have everyone report to the computer room," "Attempt 
to communicate with people outside," "Advise any staff in the field not to return to the 
building," "Attempt to communicate with local services - police, fire, medical," "Prepare 
to shelter until authorities contact facility," "Allow staff to contact family."  EP3 stated, 
"Have communications lead attempt to contact local authorities," "Allow staff to contact 
families as needed."  EP4 stated, "Instruct everyone to cover their mouths with whatever 
they can find," "Contact local authorities,"  "Wait for instructions from local authorities."  
EP5 stated, "Immediately contact transportation department," "Set up main office which 
will be central point for all communications and directions during crisis management." 
Table 4.28 represents the statements made by the experimental group in response to the 
simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  The statements are 
indicated as internal versus external communications. 
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 Table 4.28 
Experimental Group Statements Referring to Communications on WMD Attack Scenario 
Internal Communications 
 
External Communications 
Communicate with staff about 
sheltering procedures 
 
Announce the disaster and have 
everyone report to the computer room 
 
Instruct everyone to cover their 
mouths with whatever they can find 
 
Set up main office which will be 
central point for all communications 
and directions during crisis 
management  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Establish communications with outside local 
authorities and sources (police, fire, medical, 
radio, TV) 
 
Advise any staff in the field not to return to the 
building 
 
Attempt to communicate with local services - 
police, fire, medical 
 
Prepare to shelter until authorities contact facility 
 
Allow staff to contact family 
 
Have communications lead attempt to contact 
local authorities 
 
Allow staff to contact families as needed 
 
Contact local authorities 
 
Wait for instructions from local authorities 
 
Immediately contact transportation department 
 
  
Three main sub-categories emerged from external communications which are 
these: (a) communicating with emergency responders, (b) communicating with family 
members, and (c) communicating with other organizations affiliated with the school.   
Table 4.29 represents statements from both groups combined related to external 
communications.   
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Table 4.29 
Sub-Categories that Emerged Under External Communications Both Groups Combined  
Communicating with emergency 
responders 
Communicating with  
family members 
Communicating with  
affiliated organizations  
 
Contact the police 
 
Communicate needs to local law 
enforcement and fire department 
 
Contact local authorities 
 
Contact the police 
 
Maintain communications with 
outside resources like police, fire, 
medical 
 
Establish contact with outside 
agencies 
 
Await further instructions from 
authorities 
 
Reach out and notify local 
authorities  
 
Communicate with local police 
and fire 
 
Establish communications with 
outside local authorities and 
sources (police, fire, medical, 
radio, TV) 
 
Attempt to communicate with 
local services - police, fire, 
medical 
 
Have communications lead 
attempt to contact local 
authorities 
 
Contact local authorities 
 
Wait for instructions from local 
authorities 
 
 
Have staff contact their families 
or dependents 
 
Contact loved ones 
 
Switchboard operator must 
inform parents 
 
Communicate with parents that 
students are safe 
 
Prepare to shelter until authorities 
contact facility 
 
Allow staff to contact family 
 
Allow staff to contact families as 
needed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
School districts should be notified  
 
Collect working cell phones to 
communicate with superintendent 
 
Contact districts that haven't 
transported students yet 
 
Communicate campus status with 
Central Office 
 
Try to reach the superintendent 
 
Notify administration as to where 
we are headed 
  
Districts must be called 
 
All districts have been notified 
 
Communicate with 
superintendent 
 
Reach out to adjacent facilities 
for support 
 
Coordinate with home districts to 
provide transportation 
 
 
Notify superintendent's office 
 
Advise any staff in the field not 
to return to the building 
 
Immediately contact 
transportation department 
 
  
 
Two main sub-categories emerged from internal communications which are these: 
(a) communicating with faculty and staff that are inside the building or on campus, and  
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(b) communicating emergency directives in order to protect life and property.  Table 4.30 
represents statements from both groups combined related to internal communications. 
Table 4.30 
 
Sub-Categories that Emerged Under Internal Communications Both Groups Combined 
Communicating with faculty and staff that 
are inside the building or on campus 
Communicating emergency directives in 
order to protect life and property 
 
Send around monitors to communicate with 
teachers 
 
Notify nurse and bring medications 
 
Communicate with staff that there has been 
an emergency 
 
Use PA system as news comes in 
 
Call all administrators to the office 
 
Set up communications between buildings 
 
Announce the disaster and have everyone 
report to the computer room 
 
Contact the emergency team 
 
Have team members communicate with 
staff 
 
 
 
Security is to inform staff that we are going 
into lockdown 
 
Notify staff of the emergency and give 
instructions 
  
Announce an emergency 
 
Ask teachers to hold students in their 
rooms using the PA system 
 
Call a campus lockdown 
 
Instruct everyone to cover their mouths 
with whatever they can 
 
Summary of Results  
 The results from the quasi-experiment indicated that the experimental group 
scored higher than the control group on the simulated earthquake scenario and the 
simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  These results were 
consistent with logic model in which it was predicted (hypothesis) that school officials 
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that received emergency management training within the past 18 months would score 
better than school officials that did not receive training.  The results further showed that 
both the control group and experimental group scored higher on the natural disaster 
scenario (simulated earthquake) than they did on the manmade disaster scenario 
(simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack). 
 Pattern matching and holistic data analysis applied to the semi-structured 
interviews resulted in the development of four main themes, which are: (a) emergency 
management training, (b) emergency management planning, (c) emergency management 
collaboration, and (d) emergency management supplies.  The participants did not 
prioritize these themes.  However, the control group placed the most emphasis on the 
concept of training and the experimental group placed its greatest emphasis on planning.  
Both these categories fall under the second phase of emergency management called 
preparedness, which is described as a continuous cycle of planning, training, drilling, 
equipping, evaluating and taking corrective action in an effort to ensure effective 
coordination during an incident.  Preparedness activities take place before an emergency 
occurs.  
 Pattern matching and holistic data analysis applied to the participants' responses 
(statements) during the simulated disaster scenarios indicated that communications is 
another major theme during emergency management decision-making.  The theme of 
communications was coded into two main categories, external communications and 
internal communications.  From these two categories, sub-categories emerged.  Under 
external communications three main sub-categories emerged which are these: (a) 
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communicating with emergency responders, (b) communicating with family members, 
and (c) communicating with other organizations affiliated with the school.   
Under internal communications two main sub-categories emerged which were as 
follows: (a) communicating with faculty and staff that are inside the building or on 
campus, and (b) communicating emergency directives in order to protect life and 
property. 
 The quasi-experiment and interview portions of this study clearly showed that 
there are five major themes related to emergency management decision-making in 
schools.  All the participants in this study are in leadership positions at their schools.  In 
the event of a crisis, these school officials and others in similar positions will be required 
to lead effectively to in order to ensure safety, security, and educational continuity at their 
schools.  The results from this study combined with several years of professional practice 
in emergency management where aspects of this study have been tested numerous times 
indicate that a new theory in the field of emergency management exists, which can be 
entitled, "Crisis Leadership Theory."  More about this new theory and its implications on 
emergency management in schools will be discussed in Chapter 5.     
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
 
Introduction      
 The purpose of this study was to examine, through a comparative analysis, the 
current emergency management decision-making skills of school officials in the New 
York City Metropolitan Region.  This study also intended to gain a better understanding 
of the perspectives of school officials in the New York City Metropolitan Region with 
respect to collaboration with outside agencies and emergency management training.   
Implications of Findings 
Implications from the quasi-experiment.   This study found that school officials 
that underwent emergency management training within the past 18 months (experimental 
group) made better decisions when responding to a simulated earthquake scenario than 
school officials that received no previous training (control group).  On the simulated 
earthquake scenario, the experimental group had an average numeric score of 15.0 out of 
a possible 21 points, which equates to 71% compared to the control group average 
numeric score of 12.2 out of a possible 21 points, which equates to 58%.  This result 
(experimental group scoring 13% better than control group) is consistent with logic 
model.  On Elements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7, the majority of participants in the experimental 
group had outcomes of good or very good.  On Element 6, the majority of participants in 
the experimental group had outcomes of poor or very poor.   
These results were compared to the control group participants that had outcomes 
of good or very good on Elements 1, 4, and 7.  The majority of control group participants 
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had outcomes of poor or very poor on Elements 2, 3, 5, and 6.  This implies that 
emergency management training improves the decision-making abilities of school 
officials when required to respond to a natural disaster, such as an earthquake.  In 
addition, despite the experimental group having better outcomes on most elements, the 
results indicate that school officials in both groups do not adequately solicit input from 
the emergency response team in order to develop an early school response strategy when 
making decisions responding to a simulated earthquake scenario.  This implies that 
during a natural disaster, such as a major earthquake, school officials need to solicit input 
from their school's emergency response team before making decisions and developing an 
early school response strategy.  Table 5.1 represents a comparison of the majority of the 
control group outcomes compared to the majority of the experimental group outcomes on 
each element for the earthquake scenario. 
Table 5.1 
Comparison of Control Group and Experimental Group Majority Outcomes on 
Earthquake Scenario 
Element:  He/she thought to Group Rated 
Good or Very Good 
Group Rated  
Poor or Very Poor 
1. provide for the immediate safety and welfare of persons in the building 
and on school grounds 
Experimental 
Control 
 
 
2. obtain and confirm information about the disaster 
 
Experimental 
 
Control 
 
3. determine the potential threat impact the disaster might have on the 
school 
 
 
Experimental 
 
Control 
4. contact the appropriate outside agencies for assistance and/or 
collaboration of response efforts 
 
Experimental 
Control 
 
5. assemble the building-level emergency response team and establish a 
command post 
Experimental Control 
 
6. solicit input from the emergency response team in order to identify 
potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and develop an 
early school response strategy 
 
 
 
 
Experimental 
Control 
 
7. initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering in response to the disaster 
 
 
Experimental 
Control 
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   This study found that school officials that underwent emergency management 
training within the past 18 months (experimental group) made better decisions when 
responding to a simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction scenario than school 
officials that received no previous training (control group).  On the simulated nuclear 
weapon of mass destruction attack scenario, the experimental group had an average 
numeric score of 12.4 out of a possible 21 points, which equates to 59% compared to the 
control group average numeric score of 10.6 out of a possible 21 points, which equates to 
50%.  This result (experimental group scoring 9% better than control group) is consistent 
with logic model.   
On Elements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7, the majority of participants in the experimental 
group had outcomes of good or very good.  On Element 6, the majority of participants in 
the experimental group had outcomes of poor or very poor.  These results were compared 
to the control group participants that had outcomes of good or very good on Elements 1, 
4, and 7.  The majority of control group participants had outcomes of poor or very poor 
on Elements 2, 3, 5, and 6.  This implies that emergency management training improves 
the decision-making abilities of school officials when required to respond to a manmade  
disaster, such as a nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack.  In addition, despite the 
experimental group having better outcomes on most elements, the results indicate that 
school officials in both groups do not adequately solicit input from the emergency 
response team in order to develop an early school response strategy when making 
decisions responding to a simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  
This implies that during a manmade disaster, such as a nuclear weapon of mass 
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destruction attack, school officials need to solicit input from their school's emergency 
response team before making decisions and developing an early school response strategy.  
Table 5.2 represents a comparison of the majority of the control group outcomes 
compared to the majority of the experimental group outcomes on each element for the 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction scenario. 
Table 5.2 
Comparison of Control Group and Experimental Group Majority Outcomes on WMD 
Attack Scenario 
 
Element: He/she thought to 
 
Group Rated  
Good or Very Good 
 
Group Rated  
Poor or Very Poor 
 
1. provide for the immediate safety and welfare of 
persons in  
the building and on school grounds 
 
 
Experimental 
Control 
 
 
2. obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster 
 
 
Experimental 
 
Control 
 
3. determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school 
 
 
Experimental 
 
Control 
 
4. contact the appropriate outside agencies for 
assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts 
 
 
Experimental 
Control 
 
 
5. assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post 
 
 
Experimental 
 
Control 
 
6. solicit input from the emergency response team 
in order to identify potential impacts the disaster 
could have on the school and develop an early 
school response strategy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Experimental 
Control 
 
7. initiate a lockdown and prepare for sheltering 
in response to the disaster 
 
 
Experimental 
Control Group 
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The results also found that school officials in both groups make better decisions when 
responding to a simulated earthquake scenario than they do when responding to a 
simulated nuclear weapon of mass destruction scenario.  This is based on a comparison of 
numeric scores of how the groups scored on the earthquake scenario compared to the 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario.  On the earthquake scenario, the 
experimental group scored 71% compared to the control group that scored 58%.  On the 
nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack scenario, the experimental group scored 59% 
compared to the control group that scored 50%.  Both groups’ scores decreased from 
their score on the earthquake scenario (13% decrease for the experimental group and 9% 
decrease for the control group).  This finding implies that more training is needed to 
prepare school officials to respond to a potential nuclear weapon of mass destruction 
attack.  Figure 5.1 represents a comparison of their scores.    
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Experimental - Earthquake
Control - Earthquake
Experimental - WMD
Control -WMD
Score Comparisons
 
Figure 5.1. Comparison of Control Group and Experimental Group Average Scores on 
Simulated Disasters. 
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  Communicating during emergencies.  This study found that communications 
was a major factor when responding to disaster situations.  School officials in both 
groups made numerous references to communicating while responding to simulated 
disaster scenarios.  Communications was separated into two main themes; external 
communications and internal communications.  Sub-categories emerged under each 
theme.  The sub-categories under external communications include: (a) communicating 
with emergency responders, (b) communicating with family members, and, (c) 
communicating with other organizations affiliated with the school.  External 
communications and the subsequent sub-categories imply that schools must establish 
multiple and reliable methods to communicate with people outside the school during 
emergencies.   
 The sub-categories under internal communications include: (a) communicating 
with faculty and staff that are inside the building or on campus, and (b) communicating 
emergency directives in order to protect life and property.  Like external 
communications, internal communications and the subsequent sub-categories imply that 
schools must establish multiple and reliable methods to communicate with people inside 
the school and on campus during emergencies.  In order for school officials to be able to 
effectively respond to and manage during a crisis, they must be able to send and receive 
information.        
  Implications from interviews.  An analysis of the information obtained during 
the semi-structured interviews that utilized a questionnaire resulted in ten key findings 
relevant to emergency management in schools.  The answers from participants indicated 
that 4 out of 5 participants in the experimental group worked in their position for more 
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than 6 years, which was the same for the control group.  In the experimental group, 3 out 
of 5 participants were not a member of or affiliated with their school's crisis team, 
whereas, in the control group, 4 out of 5 participants were currently members of their 
school's crisis team.  Another notable difference was that 5 out of 5 participants in the 
experimental group advised that they did not have previous real-life experience dealing 
with a disaster situation while working at their school.  However, all five members of the 
control group claimed to have had previous real-life experience dealing with a disaster 
situation while working at school.   
 Key finding one. The fact that school officials are members of a school crisis 
team and have had actual experience with a disaster does not mean that they are more 
adequately prepared to respond to a disaster than schools officials who are not members 
of a crisis team and who have not had experience with disasters.  In this study the school 
officials who were not on the crisis team and who had no previous experience dealing 
with a disaster outscored the participants who were members of a crisis team and who 
had real-life experience.  This implies that emergency management training might be 
more important for preparing school officials for disasters than real-life experiences. 
 Further analysis of the information from the interviews showed that in both 
groups (experimental and control) 5 out of 5 participants advised that they take part in 
emergency drills annually.  In addition, all five participants in both groups rated 
collaboration with outside agencies when conducting emergency drills as being very 
important.   
 Key finding two.  Emergency drilling in schools is highly important and should 
involve outside agencies, such as first responders and emergency management experts.  
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This implies that school officials should collaborate with outside agencies when 
conducting emergency drills. 
 Answers on the questionnaire revealed a difference in perceptions of disaster 
likelihood, although perceptions of personal preparedness levels was similar.  When 
asked to assess their own personal preparedness abilities if they were required to respond 
to a major disaster, 3 out of 5 participants in both groups advised that they are adequately 
prepared.   
 Key finding three.  The majority of school officials believe they are adequately 
prepared to respond to a major disaster that could impact their school.  This implies that 
school officials, regardless of having received previous emergency management training 
or having real-life experiences with crises, believe that they are adequately prepared to 
respond to disasters.   
 When answering questions about disaster likelihood, 4 out of 5 participants in the 
experimental group advised that a natural disaster, such as major earthquake occurring in 
the next 10 years and impacting their school is likely or highly likely, which was the 
same response from the control group. 
 Key finding four.  The majority of school officials believe that a natural disaster, 
such as a major earthquake occurring in the next 10 years and impacting their school is 
likely or highly likely.  This implies that most school officials believe that a major natural 
disaster will occur sometime in the next 10 years and impact their school. 
 When asked of the likelihood of a manmade disaster, such as a weapon of mass 
destruction attack occurring in the next 10 years and impacting their school, 3 out of 5 in 
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the experimental group indicated it was unlikely, whereas 4 out of 5 in the control group 
indicated it was likely or highly likely.   
 Key finding five.  School officials that have had real-life experiences with 
disasters, such as working at a school in New York City during the September 11, 2001 
terrorist attacks are more likely to believe that a manmade disaster, such as a weapon of 
mass destruction attack will occur in the next 10 years and impact their school than 
school officials that have never experienced an actual disaster.  This implies that school 
officials who have experienced disaster are more willing to accept the possibility of a 
weapon of mass destruction attack than school officials with no previous real-life 
experiences with disasters.   
 Answers to the open-ended questions on the questionnaire revealed that 
participants in both groups placed most emphasis on the preparedness phase of 
emergency management.  Preparedness is described as a continuous cycle of planning, 
training, drilling, equipping, evaluating and taking corrective action in an effort to ensure 
effective coordination during an incident.  Preparedness activities take place before an 
emergency occurs.  The experimental group placed the heaviest emphasis on planning 
and the control group focused mostly on training.   
 Key finding six.  School officials place most emphasis on the preparedness phase 
of emergency management.  This implies that schools should invest resources in to 
planning, training, drilling, and exercising.   
 Additional coding of the answers to the open-ended questions resulted in four 
main categories that fall under the themes of emergency planning and emergency 
training.  The categories include: (a) updating emergency plans, (b) accessibility of 
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emergency plans, (c) storing of go bags (bags containing various emergency supplies), 
and (d) collaboration with outside agencies.   
 Key finding seven.  School officials feel that emergency plans should be updated 
annually.  This implies that a school's emergency plans should be reviewed and updated 
every year.   
 Key finding eight.  School officials feel that emergency plans should be readily 
accessible to other personnel working at the school.  This implies that all personnel 
working at a school should be able to access the school's emergency plans. 
 Key finding nine.  School officials feel that schools should possess "go bags" that 
contain various emergency supplies.  This implies that schools should ensure that they 
have "go bags" containing adequate supplies stored inside the school.  
 Key finding ten.  School officials feel that schools should coordinate their 
emergency planning and training with outside agencies.  This implies that outside 
agencies, such as first responders and emergency management experts should be part of 
the school's emergency planning and training. 
 Table 5.3 represents the ten key findings and implications resulting from the 
semi-structured interviews with school officials. 
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Table 5.3 
Ten Key Findings Resulting from Semi-Structured Interviews  
 
Key Finding 
 
Implication 
 
1. The fact that school officials have had actual 
experience with a disaster does not mean that they 
are more adequately prepared to respond to a 
disaster than schools officials who have not had 
experience with disasters 
 
Emergency management training might be more 
important for preparing school officials for disasters 
than real-life experiences 
 
2. Emergency drilling in schools is highly important 
and should involve outside agencies, such as first 
responders and emergency management experts 
 
School officials should collaborate with outside 
agencies when conducting emergency drills 
 
3. The majority of school officials believe they are 
adequately prepared to respond to a major disaster 
that could impact their school 
 
Regardless of having received previous emergency 
management training or having real-life experiences 
with disasters, most school officials believe that 
they are adequately prepared to respond to disasters 
 
4. The majority of school officials believe that a 
natural disaster, such as a major earthquake 
occurring in the next 10 years and impacting their 
school is likely or highly likely 
 
Most school officials believe that a major natural 
disaster will occur sometime in the next 10 years 
and impact their school 
 
5. School officials that have had real-life 
experiences with disasters are more likely to believe 
that a manmade disaster, such as a weapon of mass 
destruction attack will occur in the next 10 years 
and impact their school than school officials that 
have never experienced an actual disaster 
 
School officials who have experienced disaster are 
more willing to accept the possibility of a weapon 
of mass destruction attack than school officials with 
no previous real-life experiences with disasters 
 
6. School officials place most emphasis on the 
preparedness phase of emergency management 
 
Schools should invest resources in to planning, 
training, drilling, and exercising 
 
7. Emergency plans should be updated annually 
 
 
School's emergency plans should be reviewed and 
updated every year 
 
8. Emergency plans should be readily accessible to 
other personnel working at the school 
 
All personnel working at a school should be able to 
access the school's emergency plans  
 
9. Schools should possess "go bags" that contain 
various emergency supplies 
 
 
Schools should ensure that they have "go bags" 
containing adequate supplies stored inside the 
school 
 
10. Schools should coordinate their emergency 
planning and training with outside agencies 
 
 
Outside agencies, such as first responders and 
emergency management experts should be part of 
the school's emergency planning and training 
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Limitations 
 A notable limitation of this study is the small sample size that participated in the 
quasi-experiment and semi-structured interviews.  A larger sampling might provide more 
extensive insight in the areas examined.  Another limitation was the definition of training.  
For the purpose of this study, experimental group participants had to have received at 
least 2 hours of classroom instruction on the topic of emergency management within the 
past 18 months.  This requirement (and definition) was broad in scope.  A third limitation 
was using just two simulated disaster scenarios in the quasi-experiment.  This limits the 
assessment of the participants to an earthquake scenario and nuclear weapon of mass 
destruction attack scenario.  There are numerous other catastrophic disasters school 
officials could face in the future that were not simulated in this study.  Lastly, the results 
from this study are not able to be generalized beyond the New York City Metropolitan 
Region.  The school officials that participated in this study all work at schools in this 
region, and the disasters that were simulated were specific to this area.   
Recommendations        
 Erickson (2008) wrote that those who are in the best position to recognize the 
early warning signs of impending crises are those people on-site where an emergency 
begins.  Typically, these are not public officials and first responders but, rather, the 
workers and administrators in the building wherein the crisis begins or in the building 
that may be affected by an emergency that develops elsewhere.  In the matter of 
emergency preparedness, it should be assumed that school officials working inside 
schools will become emergency managers the instant a crisis occurs that could potentially 
impact school safety and educational continuity.  With that in mind, there are several 
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recommendations that could be made to school officials based on the data from this 
study.   
 Training.  New York State law requires public schools to develop comprehensive 
school safety plans.  As suggested by Erickson (2008), an emergency plan is only as good 
as the training given to the personnel who must implement the plan.  However, the 2007 
United States General Accounting Office (GAO) report on school emergency 
preparedness indicated that 75% of school districts do not regularly train (i.e. at least 
once a year), and 27% have never trained (U.S. General Accounting Office, 2007).  The 
results from the quasi-experiment in this study indicated that school officials that 
underwent formal emergency management training within the past 18 months performed 
better on simulated manmade and natural disasters, affirming the importance of training.  
Therefore, in light of this finding it is recommended that school officials frequently train 
and practice portions of their emergency plans.   
 As indicated in this study, school officials proved most inadequate in the 
following areas: (a) obtaining and confirming information about a disaster, (b) 
determining the threat impact the disaster might have on the school, and (c) assembling 
the crisis team and soliciting input from team members.  It is recommended that training 
for school officials place emphasis on the above noted vulnerabilities.      
 Planning.  Seeger (2006) advised that planning has benefits.  It helps emergency 
managers identify risk, correspond risk reduction efforts, and make more efficient 
decisions when responding to a crisis.  Regardless of any previous training that school 
officials received prior to this study, the majority of participants in both groups 
(experimental and control) viewed emergency planning as an important component to 
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school safety.  The mitigation phase of emergency management refers to activities and 
planning that are supposed to minimize the severity of an incident.  These actions may 
occur before or during an incident.  Mitigation activities provide a critical foundation 
across the incident management spectrum, from prevention through response and 
recovery.  School officials should plan for unexpected incidents that can affect safety, 
security, and educational continuity at their schools.  Such events include natural 
disasters and manmade disasters either deliberate or accidental.  Planning for unexpected 
emergencies is known as situational planning (Callsen et al., 2006).  It is recommended 
that school officials continuously plan for potential emergencies.   
 Collaboration.  Erickson (2008) suggested that emergency response capability 
results from effective partnerships.  Allen et al. (2008) wrote that it is imperative for 
school personnel and emergency responders to meet and organize their efforts prior to, 
not during, crises.  This study indicates that school officials view collaboration with 
outside agencies important to maintaining safe and secure learning environments.  
Schools should establish collaborative relationships that integrate multiple entities 
(Callsen et al., 2006).  According to Alba (2011), national research on school emergency 
preparedness indicated that most school districts across the United States had written 
emergency management plans; however, a paucity was noted in the best practices 
regarding their refinement, evaluation, and practice with first responders.  It is 
recommended that schools coordinate directly with first response agencies, such as 
police, fire, and emergency medical service providers.  In addition, schools should 
collaborate with subject-matter experts and security specialists.  Such partnerships should 
become intricately part of The Preparedness Life Cycle (Callsen et al., 2006), which 
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includes planning, training, equipping, exercising, and mitigation schools should adopt.  
 The importance of collaboration cannot be stressed enough.  School leaders need 
to understand the difference between cooperation and collaboration.  Cooperation 
requires an expenditure of effort by well-intentioned persons in order to accomplish an 
explicit objective.  Individual contributions are additive; that is, each person does his or 
her part and their pooled efforts add up to a completed task aligned with expectations.  If 
the level of cooperation is high, the task is accomplished efficiently.  Effective 
cooperation yields an expected level of satisfactory performance.  Cooperation not only 
promotes efficiency but also team member satisfaction.  Participants generally feel good 
about the process when they engage in cooperative activity and accomplish what they set 
out to achieve.  Collaboration yields exciting, innovative, daring, new results.  Group 
members literally amaze themselves because they are able to accomplish more than they 
believed was possible.  A new level of synergy develops where the whole becomes 
greater than the sum of its parts resulting in enhanced performance and a feeling of 
exhilaration greater than one ever experiences in cooperation.  Managers manage 
cooperation to handle complexity and maintain order.  Leaders build collaboration and 
facilitate transitions, movements, and innovations.  The benchmarks of collaboration 
include high levels of at-stakeness, transparency, mindfulness, and synergy.  In order to 
comprehensively and holistically protect our schools requires the collaboration of 
stakeholders working towards an explicit goal. 
 Supplies.  According to the United States Government Accountability Office 
(2007), many school districts face challenges due to a lack of necessary equipment and 
do not have the tools to support their emergency management plans.  It is imperative that 
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schools obtain and maintain an adequate amount of emergency supplies.  This study 
clearly indicated that school officials recognize the importance of having emergency 
supplies at their schools.  Fay (2006) suggested that facilities be equipped with personal 
protective gear, first aid supplies, stretchers, portable lighting, small tools, water, food, 
bull horns, and mobile communication devices.  The New York State Center for School 
Safety (2009) suggested schools maintain emergency “go bags” that include items such 
as student register with parent notification numbers, student tracking forms, list of 
students with custody limitations, index cards, note pads, teacher/staff roster, building 
floor plans, maps, flashlights with batteries, fully charged cellular phones, duct tape, 
AM/FM radio with batteries, weather radio, emergency phone numbers, blanket, towels, 
water (sealed bottles), portable walkie-talkies, plastic bags, utility knife, master keys to 
building, pens, pencils, whistles, first aid supplies, and glow vests.  Go bags were cited as 
important by participants in both the control group and experimental group during semi-
structured interviews.    
Each school is unique.  Therefore, it is recommended that schools assign a safety 
committee to assess the needs of their specific school.  Supporting the concepts of 
mitigation, planning, and collaboration, it is also recommended that schools reach out to 
local emergency responders and request their advice and assistance when deciding on the 
appropriate emergency supplies for their school.   
 Communications.  As indicated in this study and, listed as part of emergency 
supplies, schools should focus a significant amount of attention on communications 
capabilities, both receiving and sending information.  According to Seeger (2006), 
inadequate pre-crisis communication increases the probability that a crisis event will be 
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surprising, that precautions will not be sufficient, and that serious harm will occur.  
Erickson (2008) wrote that communication plays an especially vital role in both the 
prevention of and the response to crisis situations.  Callsen et al. (2006) affirmed that 
communication during emergencies is critical and redundancy in communications is 
extremely important as no system is 100% reliable.  Throughout this study, participants 
made numerous references to communications.  Communications was separated into two 
main themes: external communications, and internal communications.  Sub-categories 
were identified under each theme.  Under external communications three main sub-
categories emerged which are: (a) communicating with emergency responders, (b) 
communicating with family members, and (c) communicating with other organizations 
affiliated with the school.  Under internal communications two main sub-categories 
emerged which are: (a) communicating with faculty and staff that are inside the building 
or on campus, and (b) communicating emergency directives in order to protect life and 
property. 
 It is recommended that schools include, as part of their emergency planning, 
multiple ways to receive and send information.  This includes, but is not limited to, 
obtaining traditional radio systems, cellular phones, handheld portable radios, computer 
networks, and various other alternative means to communicate.  In addition, school 
officials should be provided proper training on how to use each communication device. 
Future Research 
 Further research around the topic of emergency management in schools could 
examine decision-making abilities of school officials in the post-incident (recovery) 
phase of emergency management.  More research could be conducted on the use of 
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communication devices during emergencies.  Other researchers could take a look at the 
perspectives of first responders (police, fire, medical) with respect to collaboration and 
training school officials in emergency management.  School safety and emergency 
preparedness is a dynamic and growing field of research.  Any research that could 
contribute to making schools safer is a worthy venture. 
Conclusion 
Crisis leadership theory.  School leaders are tasked with preparing for, 
responding to, and recovering from disasters that could impact school safety, security, 
and educational continuity.  This study indicated that emergency training, planning, 
communications, collaboration, and supplies are common elements important to school 
officials.  The results from this study coupled with my 23 years experience in emergency 
management confirm that these common elements exist with regards to school safety.  
The National Incident Management System (NIMS) supports this theory to be true 
through what they term, "The Preparedness Life Cycle," which lists the principles of 
planning, training, equipping, evaluation, and mitigation as key elements of emergency 
management (Callsen, et al, 2006).  The "preparedness life cycle" as defined by NIMS 
aligns with the emergency management industry's standard understanding of the 
preparedness phase of emergency management.   
 As previously discussed, talking about an emergency management "theory" may 
be inaccurate.  McEntire (2004) suggested that there is no single overarching theory that 
is currently ascribed to emergency management.  Emergency management theory is 
simply a crucial body of knowledge regarding disasters.  McEntire (2004) further stated 
that it might be impossible to develop a theory that would be able to capture every single 
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variable or issue associated with disasters.  However, when applying the principles of 
emergency management to school leaders and how they should prepare for, respond to, 
and recover from disasters, it is my belief that Crisis Leadership Theory is a viable theory 
that speaks to the critically important role school officials play when working towards 
establishing and maintaining the safest and most secure learning environments possible.  
The diagram in Figure 5.2 below illustrates my theory of crisis leadership for school 
officials. 
     
 
Figure 5.2  Crisis Leadership Theory. 
 
As my original “statement of the problem,” states: School officials are responsible 
for preparing schools to meet students’ needs while facing the complex security 
challenges of the 21st century.  In the event of a disaster, school officials, despite not 
being emergency management professionals, must be able to make appropriate decisions 
and lead effectively in order to maintain safety and ensure educational continuity at their 
schools.  The actions of school officials before, during, and after a disaster will likely 
play a key role in the safe and effective delivery of education in the future. 
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As part of my theory of crisis leadership, I suggest that school officials are guided 
by the following ten steps when making decisions in response to a crisis: 
Step One. When alerted of a crisis, the emergency manager should always 
consider the immediate safety of persons they are responsible for. 
Step Two. The emergency manager should obtain as much information as possible 
about the reported event.  This includes confirming the initial information from every 
available source. 
Step Three. After it is determined that there is an actual crisis, the emergency 
manager should assess the risk level of the incident.  Immediate decisions should be 
based upon the initial risk assessment. 
Step Four. After the appropriate steps have been taken to ensure safety, confirm 
information, and assess risk, the emergency manager should attempt to seek assistance 
from outside agencies. 
Step Five. The emergency manager must consider all the resources they have 
available to them at the time of crises.  Depending upon the scope of an incident, he/she 
may or may not be provided assistance from outside agencies. 
Step Six. The emergency manager should consider assembling the crisis team.  It 
is important that a safe command post be established where the team can operate from. 
Step Seven. The emergency manager must always consider team work as an 
essential component to emergency management.  He/she should work in collaboration 
with the team.  This includes but is not limited to: soliciting input from every team 
member, re-assessing the risk and identifying potential impacts the crisis could have on 
the school, and developing an early school response strategy. 
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Step Eight. Assertive steps may be required by the emergency manager in 
response to certain crisis situations.  Steps include, but are not limited to: schedule freeze, 
early dismissal, lockdown, lock-out, evacuation, sheltering, resuming normal activities, 
or other as deemed appropriate by the emergency manager and crisis team. 
Step Nine. As with most emergencies, circumstances can change with little or no 
warning.  The emergency manager must be able to adapt their leadership style and 
decisions to the events as they occur in real time. 
Step Ten. There is no “cookie cutter” approach to emergency management.  The 
emergency manager must always utilize common sense, good judgment, and base 
decisions on available information at the time of the crisis. 
Summary of 15 Major Findings  
This study indicated several major findings related to emergency management in 
schools.  A summary of the 15 major findings of this study are as follows: 
Major finding one. School officials that received emergency management 
training within the past 18 months made better decisions when responding to simulated 
natural and manmade disasters (e.g., major earthquake and a nuclear weapon of mass 
destruction attack) than school officials that received no previous emergency 
management training. 
Major finding two. Some school officials indicated inconsistencies related to 
logic model when assessed on their responses on the simulated disaster scenarios.  The 
primary factors present during the inconsistencies included: (a) experience working as a 
school administrator in the New York City Public School System prior to working in 
Westchester County, NY., (b) experience working at a school in New York City during 
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the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack at the World Trade Center, (c) experience 
working as volunteer firefighter in addition to their role as a school official, and (d) not 
receiving previous instruction on how to respond to a nuclear attack. 
Major finding three. School officials are more adequately prepared to respond to 
a natural disaster, such as a major earthquake than they are to a manmade disaster, such 
as a nuclear weapon of mass destruction attack. 
Major finding four. School officials, regardless of having previous emergency 
management training or not, do not generally think to solicit input from their school's 
crisis response team (collaborate) when making emergency decisions. 
Major finding five. The fact that school officials have had actual experience with 
a disaster does not mean that they are more adequately prepared to respond to a disaster 
than schools officials who have not had experience with disasters. 
Major finding six. Emergency drilling in schools is highly important and should 
involve outside agencies, such as first responders and emergency management experts. 
Major finding seven. The majority of school officials believe they are adequately 
prepared to respond to a major disaster that could impact their school. 
Major finding eight. The majority of school officials believe that a natural 
disaster, such as a major earthquake occurring in the next 10 years and impacting their 
school is likely or highly likely. 
Major finding nine. School officials that have had real-life experiences with 
disasters are more likely to believe that a manmade disaster, such as a weapon of mass 
destruction attack will occur in the next 10 years and impact their school than school 
officials that have never experienced an actual disaster. 
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Major finding ten. School officials place most emphasis on the preparedness 
phase of emergency management. 
Major finding eleven. Emergency plans should be updated annually. 
Major finding twelve. Emergency plans should be readily accessible to other 
personnel working at the school. 
Major finding thirteen. Schools should possess "go bags" that contain various 
emergency supplies. 
Major finding fourteen. Schools should collaborate their emergency planning 
and training with outside agencies.    
Major finding fifteen. The study discovered five common themes related to 
emergency management in schools.  The themes were emergency planning, training, 
communications, collaboration, and supplies.   
These five themes discovered during this study are central to Miraglia's Crisis 
Leadership Theory, a promising theory that school officials can utilize as a foundation to 
build upon in their efforts at creating safer and more secure learning environments in 
American schools. 
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Appendix A 
 
Simulation Exercise Directions 
 
Thank you for participating in today's exercise.  You have been selected to take part in two 
simulated disaster scenarios.  The reason why you have been chosen for this quasi-experiment is 
because you are required to act as the Incident Commander/Emergency Manager at your school-
building if an emergency occurs.  This role was established for you under the New York State 
Safe Schools Against Violence Act of 2000, and is detailed in your building-level crisis response 
plan. 
 
As the emergency manager, you will need to make appropriate decisions and lead effectively in a 
variety of potentially dangerous situations.  The situations you will be presented with today most 
certainly will threaten safety and educational continuity at your school.  Fink (2002) wrote that 
managing a crisis, you are managing decisions.  The more adept you can become as a decision 
maker who has the ability to find opportunity during a disaster, the more skill and success you 
will have as a crisis manager.  One advantage to conducting tabletop scenario exercises is that 
you can practice making emergency decisions in a controlled setting and increase your leadership 
and decision making abilities without "real" consequences.  This type of training is recommended 
by experts in the security field.  Scenario training helps prepare you for real-life events. 
 
Fay (2006) suggested that the first step in preparing for an emergency is prevention.  The 
secondary focus of preparing is to reduce undesirable consequences when prevention does not 
succeed.   
 
Today, you will be presented with two major disasters.  Carefully read each scenario.  After you 
read the details of the scenario, please write down, in order, every decision you think you would 
make in response to the disaster.  Base your decisions on the information you are provided, and 
on circumstances that you believe could potentially develop as a result from the disaster.  Keep in 
mind that you are the Incident Commander at your school.  Think of the resources you have (or 
should have) available at your disposal.  You will be given 20 minutes for each scenario.  After 
the 20 minutes expires, you will not have the opportunity to add to, or change what you have 
written down.   
 
Some experts in the school safety field believe that a school should be prepared to operate 
independently of any outside assistance for at least 24 hours.  During each disaster scenario, you 
should think in terms of short-term, medium-term, and long-term response. 
 
The information you are provided with in each scenario is designed to test emergency 
management decision making skills within the first 20 minutes of the occurrence of a disaster.   
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Appendix B 
 
Emergency Management Evaluation 
 
1. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to provide for the immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in the building and on school grounds? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
2. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to obtain and confirm information about the 
disaster? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
3. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to determine the potential threat impact the 
disaster might have on the school? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
4. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to contact the appropriate outside agencies for 
assistance and/or collaboration of response efforts? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
5. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to assemble the building-level emergency 
response team and establish a command post? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
6. The Emergency Manger (EM) thought to solicit input from the emergency response 
team in order to identify potential impacts the disaster could have on the school and 
develop an early school response strategy? 
 
Performance was:   (0) Very Poor       (1) Poor       (2) Good       (3) Very Good  
 
7. The Emergency Manager (EM) thought to __________ in response to the disaster. 
 
(0) Very Poor  Evacuate the school   
 
(1) Poor  Resume normal school activities  
 
(2) Good  Initiate/remain in lockdown/lockout status   
 
(3) Very Good  Initiate/remain in lockdown/lockout status.  Begin preparations to shelter-in-
place for  extended period of time (e.g., into the evening, overnight)    
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Emergency Management Evaluation Rubric 
 
Competency  
 
Very Poor 
0 
Poor 
1 
Good 
2 
Very Good 
3 
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
provide for the 
immediate safety and 
welfare of persons in 
the building and on 
school grounds 
 
No attempt was made 
to enhance safety 
Some effort was made 
to enhance safety, but it 
was not adequate.  The 
EM only notified senior 
staff or internal security 
about the disaster, and 
did not lockdown, etc. 
Steps were taken to 
enhance safety (e.g., 
initiate lockdown 
/lockout, canceled 
school activities), but 
not at the appropriate 
time (e.g., after 
contacting police) 
Assertive steps were 
taken to enhance safety 
immediately and at the 
appropriate time (before 
contacting outside 
agencies) 
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
obtain and confirm 
information about the 
disaster 
No attempt was made 
to obtain additional 
information or confirm 
the information learned 
from the original source 
Some effort was made 
to obtain additional 
information from the 
original source, such as 
additional questioning 
documenting their 
statements, etc 
Effort was made to 
obtain additional 
information from the 
original source, and 
confirm said 
information from others 
inside the building 
Effort was made to 
obtain additional 
information from the 
original source, from 
others inside the 
building, and from 
external sources (e.g., 
radio, television, 
internet)  
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
determine the potential 
threat impact the 
disaster might have on 
the school 
No attempt was made 
to determine whether or 
not the disaster would 
impact the school 
The disaster was not 
properly assessed.  The 
EM determined a 
minimal level of threat, 
and did not proceed to 
follow steps in the 
crisis response plan 
The disaster was 
properly assessed, but 
not adequately 
understood.  The EM 
determined some 
degree of threat existed, 
but did not  have the 
confidence to make 
decisions without 
consulting others for 
advice 
The disaster was 
properly assessed, and 
the threat was 
adequately understood.  
The EM determined 
swift actions were 
required.  The EM 
made immediate 
decisions without 
outside consultation 
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
contact the appropriate 
outside agencies for 
assistance and/or 
collaboration of 
response efforts 
No attempt was made 
to contact outside 
agencies 
Some effort was made 
to contact outside 
agencies, but they were 
not contacted at the 
appropriate time. They 
were notified before 
taking immediate 
precautionary safety 
steps (e.g., lockdown)   
The EM contacted 
outside agencies and 
requested assistance 
after immediate 
precautionary steps 
were taken, but contact 
was made at the wrong 
time (towards end of 
exercise) 
The EM contacted 
outside agencies and 
requested assistance 
after immediate 
precautionary steps 
were taken.  Contact 
was made shortly after 
precautionary steps 
were taken   
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
assemble the building-
level emergency 
response team and 
establish a command 
post 
No attempt was made 
to assemble the team 
The EM contacted the 
team, but not at the 
appropriate time. The 
team was notified 
before taking 
precautionary safety 
steps, and before 
contacting outside 
agencies 
The EM contacted the 
team at the appropriate 
time (after immediate 
precautionary safety 
steps, and after 
contacting outside 
agencies) 
The EM contacted the 
team at the appropriate 
time, and established a 
command post at a safe 
location within the 
building 
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
solicit input from the 
emergency response 
team in order to 
identify potential 
impacts the disaster 
could have on the 
school and develop an 
early school response 
strategy   
No attempt was made 
to solicit input from 
team members to 
identify potential 
impacts.  The EM 
autocratically made 
decisions 
The EM solicited input 
from team members, 
but it was not focused 
on identifying potential 
impacts the disaster 
could have on the 
school 
The EM solicited input 
from team members, 
and focused on 
identifying potential 
impacts the disaster 
could have on the 
school 
The EM solicited input 
from team members, 
and focused on 
identifying potential 
impacts the disaster 
could have on the 
school.  The EM 
worked collaboratively 
with the team to 
develop an early school 
response strategy 
The Emergency 
Manager thought to 
________________ in 
response to the disaster 
Evacuate the school Resume normal school 
activities 
Initiate/remain in 
lockdown/lockout 
status.   
Initiate/remain in 
lockdown/lockout 
status.  Prepare to 
shelter-in-place for 
extended time 
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Appendix C 
 
Scenario: Major Earthquake in Westchester County 
 
On the third Friday in January, at around 11:45 a.m., the building begins to severely 
shake.  Items fall off shelves, glass is heard breaking, people begin falling to the floor, 
and power goes completely out.  This activity occurs for approximately 3-5 minutes then 
stops.  Cell phones from some staff members inside the building begin ringing shortly 
after the shaking stops.  People are being advised that a major earthquake just hit near the 
city of White Plains.  Thousands of people are feared dead.  Thousands of other people 
are feared trapped in rubble.   
 
According to Mr. Lyons, a math teacher in the school, the earthquake breached the wall 
of the Kensico Dam, and millions of gallons of water was released and rapidly gushed 
from the dam south.  The initial effects of the dam breach are devastating.  Within 
minutes the entire city of White Plains was blanketed with 19 feet of water.  The water is 
fast moving and carrying all sorts of debris and sewage waste.  The water continues to 
flow south and is causing massive flooding to numerous southern Westchester towns and 
villages, including the northern section of the Bronx.   
 
You believe that your building sustained minimal structural damage.  However, power 
remains out, and all landline telephones are down.  Areas that seem to have been most 
affected are near the quake's epicenter. Areas north of Pleasantville, west to the Hudson 
River, and north all the way to Fishkill have been impacted by the earthquake.  The 
degree of devastation varies from municipality to municipality.  Overall, the results of 
this earthquake are catastrophic.    
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Appendix D 
 
Scenario: Nuclear WMD Attack in NYC 
 
On Monday, September 11, at around 9:45 a.m., the lights in the building dim, then 
power goes completely out.  Additionally, computers and laps tops crash, and internet 
service goes down.  Within a few minutes, you hear numerous sirens from fire trucks and 
police vehicles passing by the school.  Then Mr. Frank Goldberg, Assistant Principal runs 
into your office and reports that Manhattan was just nuked.   
 
According to Mr. Goldberg, a large mushroom cloud is over midtown Manhattan.  
Millions of people are feared dead.  The entire Island of Manhattan is being sealed off by 
U.S. military and National Guard troops.  No one is being allowed into or out of the city.  
Radiological decontamination areas are being set up in Nassau County and in New 
Jersey.  In Westchester County, Yonkers raceway is also being used as a decontamination 
and triage site.   
 
Airports nationwide have grounded all flights.  U.S. Air Force fighter jets are in the air 
patrolling airspace along the east coast from Maine to Washington, D.C.  
  
At this time, no one has taken responsibility for the attack. 
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Appendix E 
 
School Officials' Semi-Structured 
Interview Questionnaire 
 
Opening Statement: 
This questionnaire is being used as part of a research study to better understand perspectives of 
disaster preparedness and training among public school officials in the New York City 
Metropolitan Region.  As a person in a key role, you are in a unique position to describe the 
efforts taken on behalf of your school/school district in regards to disaster planning and training.  
The responses from this questionnaire will be combined for a final research report.  Nothing you 
say will ever be identified with you personally.   
 
1. What best describes your position/title in the school/school district? 
 
(a) School administrator with managerial responsibilities 
(b) School administrator without managerial responsibilities 
(c) School faculty or staff  
 
What is your official title: __________________________________________________ 
 
2. What best describes your length of employment in this position? 
 
(a) More than 5 years  
(b) More than 3 years 
(c) Less than 3 years 
 
3. What best describes your role/responsibilities in the district relating to school safety? 
 
(a) Member of school safety team, crisis response team, or safety committee 
(b) Advisor to school safety team, crisis response team, or safety committee 
(c) No affiliation with school safety team, crisis response team, or safety committee 
 
4. What best describes your experience responding to and managing during a major disaster 
situation that has impacted safety and educational continuity at your school? 
 
(a) I have experience with more than one major disaster situation 
(b) I have experience with one major disaster situation 
(c) I have no experience with a disaster situation 
 
If experienced, please briefly describe your experience(s): _________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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5. What best describes your experience in regards to participating in fire drills at school?   
 
(a) I typically participate in at least 5 fire drills each year 
(b) I typically participate in at least 3 fire drills each year 
(c) I typically participate in at least 1 fire drill each year 
 
6. What best describes how you feel your school could improve fire drills? 
 
(a) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in all drills 
(b) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in most drills 
(c) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in some drills 
 
7. What best describes your experience in regards to participating in safety drills (e.g., 
lockdown, evacuation, sheltering) at school? 
 
(a) I typically participate in at least 3 safety drills each year 
(b) I typically participate in at least 1 safety drill each year 
(c) I typically do not participate in safety drills each year 
 
8. What best describes how you feel your school could improve safety drills (e.g., 
lockdown, evacuation, sheltering) at school? 
 
(a) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in all drills 
(b) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in most drills 
(c) Include outside agencies (e.g., fire, police) in some drills 
  
9. What best describes the way your school conducts disaster preparedness training? 
 
(a) School faculty and staff participate in training at least 3 times each year 
(b) School faculty and staff participate in training at least 1 time each year 
(c) School faculty and staff do not always participate in training each year 
 
10. What best describes how your school collaborates with outside agencies (e.g., police, fire, 
other) with regards to disaster preparedness training? 
 
(a) Training is collaborated with outside agencies most of the time 
(b) Training is collaborated with outside agencies some of the time 
(c) Training usually does not involve collaboration with outside agencies    
 
 
11. What best describes your opinion of the importance of collaborating disaster 
preparedness training with outside agencies (e.g., police, fire, other)? 
 
(a) Training with outside agencies is very important 
(b) Training with outside agencies is somewhat important 
(c) Training with outside agencies is not important 
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12. What best describes your opinion of a major natural disaster (such as an earthquake, 
hurricane, or tornado) occurring in the next 10 years that could impact safety and 
educational continuity at your school? 
 
(a) A major natural disaster is highly likely in the next 10 years 
(b) A major natural disaster is somewhat likely in the next 10 years 
(c) A major natural disaster is unlikely in the next 10 years 
 
13. What best describes your opinion of a major manmade disaster (such as a weapon of 
mass destruction attack, terrorist attack, or school shooting incident) occurring in the next 
10 years that could impact safety and educational continuity at your school? 
 
(a)  A major manmade disaster is highly likely in the next 10 years 
(b)  A major manmade disaster is somewhat likely in the next 10 years 
(c)  A major manmade disaster is unlikely in the next 10 years 
 
14. What best describes your current ability to respond to and manage during a major disaster 
that could impact safety and educational continuity at your school? 
 
(a) I am adequately prepared to respond to and manage during a major disaster  
(b) I am not adequately prepared to respond to and manage during a major disaster 
(c) I do not know if I am prepared to respond to and mange during a major disaster 
 
15. Please tell me the top three ways you feel your school could enhance safety and become 
better prepared for a major natural disaster or manmade disaster. 
 
1. ____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. ____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. ____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
16. Is there anything else you would like to say regarding disaster preparedness and training 
at your school? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking part in this important research study. 
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